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(1)

PROPOSED FISCAL YEAR 2007 BUDGET 
REQUEST FOR THE FOREST SERVICE 

TUESDAY, FEBRUARY 28, 2006

U.S. SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL RESOURCES, 

Washington D.C. 
The committee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:08 a.m. in room 

SD–366, Dirksen Senate Office Building, Hon. Pete V. Domenici, 
chairman, presiding. 

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. CRAIG THOMAS,
U.S. SENATOR FROM WYOMING 

Senator THOMAS [presiding]. I call the committee to order. The 
chairman is on his way, but he said we could go ahead and get 
started, and I’m sure he’ll be here soon. We welcome our witnesses 
here today. We appreciate very much your being here. We think of 
course this is a very important issue to all of us, and we’re anxious 
to discuss it with you. 

I really don’t have an opening statement other than I do want 
to thank you for being here, and it’s very important to our State 
and what we do there in terms of the budget, and what we do in 
terms of the allocation of the funding is key. So, let me turn to Sen-
ator Bingaman. 

[The prepared statements of Senators Murkowski and Salazar 
follow:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF HON. LISA MURKOWSKI, U.S. SENATOR FROM LOUISIANA 

Good morning, Mr. Chairman. It is not often that we have the opportunity to com-
plement the federal agencies at the annual budget hearing but this Senator—for 
one—has something to be thankful for and I want to share it with the committee 
this morning. 

It should come as no surprise to anyone who follows forest issues that litigation, 
uncertainty over the availability of timber, and pure politics has made it difficult 
for the three or four remaining timber mills in Southeast Alaska to remain in busi-
ness. 

I have spoken with pride on the floor of the Senate about the determined 
businesspeople who operate these mills—Steve Seley in Ketchikan, Kirk Dahlstrom 
in Klawock, and Dick Buehler in Wrangell—who have put up with the frustration, 
year after year, not knowing whether they will have enough logs to continue to 
operate . . . not knowing whether their next year’s timber supply will be tied up 
in years of litigation. 

Yet they hang in there but because their businesses create and maintain jobs in 
Southeast Alaska. Their businesses create jobs in a regional economy that suffers 
from double digit unemployment. The December 2005 unemployment rate, for the 
Outer Ketchikan-Prince of Wales Island area where Kirk Dahlstrom’s mill—Viking 
Lumber operates—was 16.4%. 
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Most of these folks can retire to Palm Springs or Mexico and reminisce about the 
glory days of timber in Southeast. Instead, they choose to stick it out. These people 
are my heroes. 

On January 18th, Alaskans awoke to the news that Steve Seley would close his 
mill put his 23 employees out of work. Not only that—the loss of Seley’s mill would 
have rippled through the Ketchikan economy causing more devastation. 

Everyone wondered why Steve would throw in the towel after so many years of 
fighting to keep his business alive. This is the question he posed to the Anchorage 
Daily News—

Can the federal government perform or not?’’ in making a predictable supply 
of timber available to these family owned mills . . . 

‘‘The industry is out of capital, out of logs and almost out of desire.’’
Out of capital, out of logs and almost out of desire . . . It sounded to many peo-

ple in Ketchikan that there was no hope of saving Seley’s mill. Yet on February 
18th, Seley announced that he would remain open. 

The efforts of the Forest Service during that month—working in conjunction with 
Senator Stevens, Congressman Young and my office, with Governor Murkowski, 
with Owen Graham and the Alaska Forest Association—made all of the difference 
in persuading Steve Seley that there is a future in Tongass timber. That focused 
effort made all of the difference in persuading Steve Seley to fight another day. 

The people of Southeast Alaska are enormously grateful. I am grateful. Mark and 
Chief—please extend my personal appreciation to Forrest Cole and his team in 
Ketchikan for their efforts. 

Now that’s the good news. But we can’t rest on our laurels. We must always re-
member that there are several other mills that could close tomorrow as well as a 
veneer plant in Ketchikan that remains idle. These too need a predictable supply 
of economic timber. 

My objective is to help the timber industry rebuild . . . to evolve into an inte-
grated forest products industry in Southeast Alaska . . . so that we can count on 
to produce jobs for years to come. Mr. Rey and Chief Bosworth—I hope that you 
too are onboard with that objective. 

I wanted also to spend a minute on the County Schools Bill reauthorization. I 
strongly support the reauthorization of this program and have joined the Chairman 
and others in co-sponsoring S. 267—the bipartisan bill which would extend the life 
of this crucial program. 

The Secure Rural Schools Act pumps about $9.6 million a year into my State of 
Alaska—the vast majority of this money into the communities of Southeast Alaska 
which once enjoyed prosperity from timber and fishing but now enjoy some of the 
highest unemployment rates in the State of Alaska.

• Skagway-Hoonah-Angoon—20.3% unemployment 
• Haines Borough—12%
• Yakutat—13.1%
• Wrangell-Petersburg—11.4% unemployment
These revenue sharing funds also help communities on the Kenai Peninsula make 

ends meet. 
I am dissatisfied with the administration’s proposal to sunset this program over 

the next five years—reducing payments over that five year period. Yet I have to 
admit that I understand where they are coming from. 

The perplexing problem is that this program is supposed to be funded from timber 
revenues. But there aren’t enough timber revenues to provide our schools and com-
munities with a stable funding stream. At the same time, this Congress has allowed 
a system to fester where our ability to cut timber that professional foresters think 
should be cut is delayed . . . delayed . . . delayed. Delayed through endless ap-
peals and litigation . . . leading to revisions of plans and environmental 
documents . . . leading to more appeals and more litigation. It seems like an end-
less cycle. 

I strongly support the County Schools bill in its present form, but I think that 
the administration’s proposal is a wakeup call to this committee that the Nation 
may not continue to support revenue sharing that benefits pockets of the country 
from mandatory spending. If we want the revenues to continue to flow we need to 
make it possible for the timber industry to do its job and we need to take action 
to reduce the endless legal delays which hold them hostage. 

It is good to see you again, Mr. Rey and Chief Bosworth. I look forward to your 
testimony. 
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF HON. KEN SALAZAR, U.S. SENATOR FROM COLORADO 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman and Ranking Member Bingaman. I want to welcome 
Undersecretary Mark Rey and Chief Dale Bosworth—it is good to have you here. 

Over the past several years, our forests have endured scorching droughts, blis-
tering fires and insect infestations. In Colorado and across much of the West, bark 
beetles have taken advantage of dry conditions to run rampant, killing trees and 
further elevating the fire danger. 

The public has rightfully become alarmed at the dangerous state of our forests 
and has called for better federal management. They want quicker and better-coordi-
nated responses to fires, long-term planning to improve forest health, and action on 
the bark beetle issue. 

Restoring the health of our forests is indeed our responsibility as stewards of our 
land, but it is even more important for the safety of our families and the health 
of our rural communities. For towns like Woodland Park, Colorado, surrounded on 
four sides by forest, the federal government’s ability to meet its forest management 
responsibilities is a question of public safety. 

I appreciate the difficulty of putting together a budget that meets all the needs 
of our forests and rural communities, but I also think we should make smart choices 
in allocating our resources. Unfortunately, there are a number of items in this budg-
et which, I feel, compromise our security or violate common sense. I want to briefly 
outline three of these. 

First, I do not understand why the Forest Service’s budget cuts funding for bark 
beetle management activities by 48%, to under $17 million. Addressing bark beetles 
is essential to rural communities in Colorado surrounded by forest that see the fire 
danger escalate with every new stand of beetle kill. 

Second, we continue to face extraordinary fire danger across the West. In the 
southern half of Colorado, which has yet again received below-average snowfall, the 
fire season has already begun. The Forest Service budget seems to take little ac-
count of these dangers, instead shifting funds between accounts and making cuts 
to some of our most effective fire mitigation partnerships with states. 

Finally, this budget proposes a massive sell-off of public lands to generate rev-
enue. I don’t know what sort of public input the Forest Service sought before setting 
forth this proposal, but I can certainly tell you that this idea has not been well re-
ceived in Colorado. 

I look forward to hearing more about these, and other, provisions in the budget 
in your testimony. Again, thank you for being here. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

STATEMENT OF HON. JEFF BINGAMAN, U.S. SENATOR
FROM NEW MEXICO 

Senator BINGAMAN. Well, thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 
I do want to mention just a few items before we start with testi-
mony, if I could, about the concerns that I have with the Forest 
Service budget. I think one major concern, as I understand the 
budget, is the proposal to sell off $800 million in national forests 
in order to partially fund and then to terminate this County Pay-
ments Program. This is a program that Senators Wyden and Craig 
on our committee have taken the lead on. It’s been very successful, 
and it’s brought people together to really invest in the restoration 
of our Federal lands. I’m concerned that the budget proposal is a 
significant distraction for the agency personnel that have a lot of 
important work they need to be doing. And I would hope that we 
could go ahead with a bipartisan effort to re-authorize that County 
Payments Program in spite of the budget proposal, but that’s some-
thing we need to ask the witnesses about. 

A second issue is drought. It’s a very real issue in my State and 
in much of the West. In the Southwest, we’re struggling to prepare 
for what looks to be the worst catastrophic fire season we’ve had. 
The proposed budget calls for the Fire Preparedness Program to be 
cut by 20 percent, and that is on top of cuts that were made the 
year before. The budget proposes another $10 million being cut 
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from the National Preparedness Program with pretty dramatic cuts 
in State fire assistance and the virtual elimination of the Fire Re-
habilitation Program. That is certainly contrary to the view that I 
would find anywhere in my State. 

The lack of funding for hazardous fuel reduction projects is also 
a concern. We have tens of thousands of acres of projects in the 
Southwest that have completed the NEPA analysis, the notice and 
the comments. They’re ready for the immediate implementation of 
that hazardous fuels reduction activity if the funds are made avail-
able. 

Let me also mention water. This is related, but not the same as 
the drought issue. Watershed protection was perhaps the most im-
portant purpose for the national forest, as I understand the 1897 
Organic Act. I’m concerned about the continued lack of commit-
ment to water in this budget. Significant cuts are proposed to the 
Bureau of Reclamation, the Geological Survey, Indian Affairs, EPA, 
and the Corps of Engineers water programs. All of that I think is 
unfortunate. 

There used to be a statement in the budget justification that the 
Forest Service would say that fixing roads is its single most signifi-
cant thing that could be done to improve water quality in the na-
tional forest. I don’t see that statement in this year’s budget. In-
stead, we see continued cuts in the road maintenance budget. Their 
proposal is to eliminate $39.4 million. 17.7 percent of that program 
is slated for elimination, as I understand it. 

So I have several of these issues that I hope to get to ask ques-
tions about. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

The CHAIRMAN [presiding]. Thank you very much, Senator Binga-
man. Did we decide how we were going to proceed? You made a 
statement? 

Senator THOMAS. Yes, sir. I think we were just going to have the 
witnesses and then go to our 5-minute routine. 

The CHAIRMAN. Right. 
Senator THOMAS. Unless you’d like to change that. 
The CHAIRMAN. Well, I have a statement, but I think what I’ll 

do is I’ll proceed in that order and then use my statement as part 
of my questions. So we’ll proceed, unless you Senators are not all 
right with that program. 

Senator WYDEN. Mr. Chairman, I may not be able to stay. Could 
I just be recognized for maybe 3 minutes or so? 

The CHAIRMAN. Well, okay, we’ll do that. Three minutes, Sen-
ator. You’ve got it. 

Senator WYDEN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
The CHAIRMAN. You’re welcome. 

STATEMENT OF HON. RON WYDEN, U.S. SENATOR
FROM OREGON 

Senator WYDEN. Mr. Chairman, I want to commend you and Sen-
ator Bingaman and talk just for a moment about where I think we 
are in forestry. Between 1985 and 2000, no major forestry bill was 
passed by the Congress and signed into law. Essentially, between 
2000 and 2006, this committee worked in a bipartisan way. We 
produced two major pieces of legislation, the Secure Rural Schools 
Act, called the County Payments Bill, and the Forest Health legis-
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lation. What I think we’re seeing today is essentially a proposal 
that would dismantle one of them, the Secure Rural Schools legis-
lation. I’ve talked with Senator Craig, and with many of you about 
it—and with you, Mr. Chairman—and I think we just have to work 
together in a bipartisan way once more to preserve this program. 
I think there are some new areas that we may be able to look at 
like putting biomass projects into this legislation, something that 
would be a clean source of energy, something that’s been supported 
in this committee. 

But if the budget were to go forward in this way with the public 
land sales, it’d push a lot of these rural communities off an eco-
nomic cliff. We can’t afford to let that happen. I would just like to 
work with you, Senator Bingaman, Senator Craig and others to 
preserve the important work that was done over the last few years, 
because through working together, we got two important pieces of 
legislation passed. I would hate to see one of them dismantled, as 
we’re faced right now with the Secure Rural Schools legislation. I 
want to commend you and Senator Bingaman for all your coopera-
tion. 

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much, Senator, for your observa-
tions. You have a difficult one there, there’s no question. We’re now 
going to proceed to take the witnesses. We’re short of time because 
the Senate’s trying to do a lot of other things. We’re going to start, 
please, with you, Chief. Make your statements brief and your en-
tire statements will be made part of the record. 

STATEMENT OF DALE BOSWORTH, CHIEF, FOREST SERVICE, 
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 

Mr. BOSWORTH. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, 
thank you for the opportunity to be here again today and to talk 
about the president’s fiscal year 2007 budget for the Forest Service. 

The fiscal year 2007 President’s budget for the Forest Service to-
tals about $4.10 billion in discretionary funding. It’s a $104 million 
decrease from fiscal year 2006 enacted. The budget advances some 
of the agency’s top priorities, to sustain the health of the Nation’s 
forests and grasslands. I want to begin by discussing some of our 
successes, though, from the past year and then talk about our 
strategy for accomplishing our agency objectives at a time when 
our Nation also needs to exercise fiscal discipline to provide critical 
resources needed for our Nation’s highest priorities. 

In 2005, we demonstrated that the Forest Service continues to be 
an agency of great value to the American people. We maintained, 
again, a 99 percent initial attack success rate on fires. Together 
with the Department of the Interior, we treated more than 4.3 mil-
lion acres of hazardous fuels. 

In support of Hurricane Katrina, the Forest Service provided 
support to over 600,000 people, distributed over 2.7 million meals, 
4 million gallons of water, and 40 million pounds of ice. We had 
5,500 employees work over 250,000 personnel days. 

We also accomplished work while simultaneously improving our 
organization, our financial management. We have a service center 
now in Albuquerque that became operational last spring. We have 
about 400 employees there. We received our fourth consecutive 
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clean audit opinion, and we expect to save over $241 million in ad-
ministrative costs over the next 5 years. 

For 2007 priorities, the President’s budget provides increased 
support for programs to improve forest health, protect critical re-
sources from catastrophic wildfire, and to meet our commitments 
to the Northwest Forest Plan. The budget continues the work of 
using the Healthy Forests Initiative and the Healthy Forests Res-
toration Act authorities in restoring forest health. The Department 
of the Interior and the Forest Service will treat 3.2 million acres 
in fiscal year 2007, of which a majority is in the wildland-urban 
interface. We’ll be increasing the use of stewardship contracting 
authorities. We expect to do about 100,000 acres of projects using 
those authorities. 

The Forest Service continues to assist communities adjacent to 
national forest land in development of community wildfire protec-
tion plans. As of December 2005, at least 450 community wildfire 
protection plans were complete, covering 2,250 communities. We’ll 
be increasing the wildland fire use for restoring forest health. We 
did something like 251,000 acres in 2005. It’ll be fostering markets 
for biomass utilization. It’ll make restoration work much more fi-
nancially feasible. 

Our budget will allocate $61.5 million for the Forest Legacy Pro-
gram, which is an important way to protect much-needed open 
space in a very cost-efficient manner. A key theme from the White 
House conference on Cooperative Conservation and the Forest 
Service Centennial Congress was that the future is collaboration, 
not top-down regulation. Our new planning process encourages 
more public involvement in earlier stages and is more strategic and 
more efficient. The new travel management rule engages the public 
in a cooperative process resulting in greater protection of natural 
resources without significant expenditures. Our resource advisory 
committees, that are established through the Recreation Enhance-
ment Act, leverage public involvement to improve Forest Service ef-
fectiveness and efficiency. The Energy Policy Act of 2005 allows the 
Bureau of Land Management and the Forest Service to develop 
interagency agreements in order to reduce the backlog of oil and 
gas lease applications. The Partnership Enhancement Act that we 
have submitted for your consideration would expand the Forest 
Service’s ability to engage in cooperative agreements. The budget 
reflects continued implementation of the Forest Service vision as a 
center of excellence in government, which includes reducing our in-
direct costs to $461 million to increase those dollars to the ground. 

The Facilities Realignment and Enhancement Act allows us to 
streamline facility holdings while producing additional funds from 
mission-critical facility maintenance. We continue to provide high-
quality recreation opportunities; we received over 200 million visits 
in 2005. To meet the increasing demand, we’re exploring innovative 
ways to manage our recreation program. We’ll be keeping you in-
formed on some of those ways that we’re considering. Research and 
development is leading the way in expanding collaborative efforts 
by focusing funding on congressional priorities that have at least 
40 percent extramural funding. 

During the next 5 years, the Business Operations Trans-
formation Program is estimated to save $241 million. Centraliza-
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tion of budget and finance improves the transparency and account-
ability, in addition to efficiency. 

So, in conclusion, the Forest Service 2007 budget responds to the 
national need for deficit reduction while preparing for a new, more 
collaborative era of natural resource management. 

So again, I appreciate the opportunity to be here, and I’m looking 
forward to working with you to implement our fiscal year 2007 pro-
gram. I’d be happy to answer any questions you might have. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Bosworth follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF DALE BOSWORTH, CHIEF, FOREST SERVICE,
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 

OVERVIEW 

Mr. Chairman and members of the Committee, thank you for this opportunity to 
discuss the President’s Fiscal Year (FY) 2007 Budget for the Forest Service. I am 
pleased to be here with you today. 

The FY 2007 President’s budget for the Forest Service totals $4.10 billion in dis-
cretionary funding, which is a $104 million decrease in funding from FY 2006. The 
budget advances the top priorities of the agency in order to sustain the health of 
the Nation’s forests and grasslands. I will begin today by sharing some of the Forest 
Service’s successes from the past year; these successes demonstrate our capabilities 
to accomplish the challenges ahead. Then, I will discuss our strategy for accom-
plishing agency objectives at a time when our Nation also needs to exercise fiscal 
discipline to provide the critical resources needed for our Nation’s highest priorities: 
fighting the war on terrorism, strengthening our homeland defenses and sustaining 
the momentum of our economic recovery. 

FOREST SERVICE SUCCESSES 

In 2005, the Forest Service achieved its priorities and demonstrated that it con-
tinues to be an agency of great value to the American people. The Forest Service 
exceeded its goals to restore the health of our forests and protect critical resources 
from catastrophic wildfires. Working collaboratively with the Department of Interior 
(DOI), the Forest Service controlled 99 percent of all unwanted and unplanned fires 
during initial attack. 

The Forest Service and the Department of the Interior last year treated haz-
ardous fuels on more than 2.9 million acres of land, and reduced hazardous fuels 
on an additional 1.4 million acres through other land management actions. 

Federal agencies plan to treat 2.9 million more acres in 2006, and accomplish haz-
ardous fuels reduction on an additional 1.6 million acres through landscape restora-
tion activities. An additional 4.6 million acres are planned for 2007, which includes 
3.0 million acres of hazardous fuels treatments and 1.6 million acres of landscape 
restoration. By the end of fiscal year 2007, federal agencies will have treated haz-
ardous fuels on more than 21.5 million acres of our nation’s forests and wooded 
rangelands since the beginning of fiscal year 2001, and will have restored an addi-
tional 5.1 million acres. 

I am especially proud this year of the strength and resourcefulness that Forest 
Service employees demonstrated during their involvement in the relief efforts fol-
lowing the many hurricanes of 2005. In the first four weeks after Katrina’s landfall, 
Forest Service employees provided support to over 600,000 people affected by 
Katrina, distributing over 2.7 million meals, 4 million gallons of water and 40 mil-
lion pounds of ice. During peak response to Hurricanes Katrina and Rita, the Forest 
Service had 5,500 employees working in the affected region, and total Forest Service 
efforts represented over 250,000 personnel days. Forest Service employees provided 
a variety of critical services, including managing evacuation centers and base 
camps, providing logistical support, clearing roadways, and leading forest restora-
tion efforts on both the private and public forest damaged by the storms. 

These efforts demonstrated the exceptional work ethic and ‘‘can-do’’ attitude of 
Forest Service employees. At the Levi Strauss shelter in San Antonio, Red Cross 
worker Bill Martin reported that ‘‘[Forest Service workers] do everything 
here . . . They aren’t afraid of getting their hands dirty.’’ At this shelter, Forest 
Service employees became known as the ‘‘green pants.’’ The nickname arose from 
evacuees who quickly learned that if they needed something done quickly or a ques-
tion answered right away, they could get it from the men and women wearing the 
green pants of the Forest Service uniform. The commitment to service that Forest 
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Service employees demonstrated during the hurricane relief efforts is the same com-
mitment that sustains the health of our Nation’s forests and grasslands. 

The National Forest System continues to provide benefits to the American public, 
including fresh water, flood regulation, carbon sequestration and recreation. 60 mil-
lion people benefit from clean water provided by national forests and grasslands, 
and in 2005 the American people made over 200 million visits to the National for-
ests and grasslands. These statistics underscore the importance of the National For-
est System to the environmental infrastructure and natural heritage of the United 
States. 

The Forest Service accomplished all these tasks while simultaneously improving 
its organizational and financial management. In 2005 the Forest Service began its 
Business Operations Transformation Program, which will advance the efficiency of 
its technology, budget, finance and human resources operations, and is expected to 
save the agency $241 million in administrative operation costs over the next five 
years. As part of this effort, the Albuquerque Service Center became operational in 
2005, and will create a centralized location for human resources and financial man-
agement operations. 

The Forest Service also achieved its fourth unqualified (‘‘clean’’) audit opinion in 
a row for FY 2005, continuing the agency’s efforts to improve financial performance. 
Building upon these successes, the Forest Service will use improved financial infor-
mation to drive results in key areas. 

The Forest Service faces many challenges as it enters a new era of natural re-
source management. The accomplishments of 2005 demonstrate the ability of the 
Forest Service to meet these challenges as the agency begins its second century of 
service. 

FOREST SERVICE PRIORITIES FOR FY 2007

In FY 2007 the Forest Service will continue its strategic focus on the following 
goals: restoring fire-adapted forests; providing sustainable recreation opportunities 
for the American people; reducing the impacts of invasive species; improving the 
health of our watersheds; and helping our nation meet its energy needs. 

In addition to these long-term strategic goals, the President’s Budget provides in-
creased support to Forest Service programs that improve forest health conditions, 
protect critical resources from catastrophic wildland fire, and help prevent the loss 
of open space. The President’s Budget demonstrates that the Forest Service can use 
collaborative approaches and operate with renewed efficiency and accountability in 
order to reduce costs while accomplishing its mission. The Forest Service will 
achieve this by: 1) dealing strategically with threats to forest health; 2) expanding 
collaborative efforts; 3) increasing the efficiency of Forest Service programs; and 4) 
improving organizational and financial management. Through these four strategies, 
the Forest Service will build on its past successes and advance its priorities for FY 
2007. 

A STRATEGIC APPROACH TO RESTORING FOREST HEALTH 

The FY 2007 Budget continues the work of the Forest Service under the authori-
ties of the President’s Healthy Forests Initiative and the Healthy Forest Restoration 
Act (HFRA). These authorities have removed administrative process delays and ex-
pedited critical restoration projects so that the Forest Service can more effectively 
restore national forests and grasslands to a more fire adaptive environment. 

In 2005, the Forest Service treated 2.72 million acres of land to reduce hazardous 
fuels, with over 60 percent of those acres in the wildland-urban interface. The FY 
2007 budget proposes $292 million for the treatment of hazardous fuels. Combined 
with other programs; the agency will treat as many as 3.2 million acres, with a ma-
jority of acres treated in the wildland-urban interface. Recent court decisions affect-
ing our use of categorical exclusions to accomplish this work will have an effect on 
our ability to rapidly and efficiently treat these acres that are in need of fuels reduc-
tion. The Forest Service is also better integrating its hazardous fuels treatments 
with other vegetation management activities. The result is an additional 1.1 million 
acres of hazardous fuels treated in 2005 as secondary benefits to other vegetation 
management activities. 

Hazardous fuels treatments, in turn, often have secondary benefits such as wild-
life habitat improvement or watershed restoration. 

Another important tool for improving forest health is stewardship projects. These 
projects allow forest managers to more efficiently manage efforts to restore forest 
health through the use of one contract document authorizing the disposal of na-
tional forest system timber incidental to and in exchange for services to be per-
formed on national forest system land. The President’s budget will allow the Forest 
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Service to award approximately 100,000 acres of stewardship projects in FY 2007, 
providing services such as noxious weed treatment, lake restoration, and harvesting 
biomass for energy use. 

In FY 2007 the Forest Service will continue to assist communities adjacent to Na-
tional Forest land in the development of Community Wildfire Protection Plans 
(CWPPs). CWPPs enable communities to establish a localized definition of the 
wildland-urban interface in their area, and high-risk areas identified in a CWPP re-
ceive funding preference from the Forest Service. As of December 2005, at least 450 
CWPPs had been completed nationwide, covering at least 2,500 communities at risk 
from wildfire 

In 2005, fires burned 8.6 million acres on Federal lands; the fire season was char-
acterized by a continuiing drought and dry fuel conditions. Climate forecasts and 
estimates of fuel loads on our Nation’s forests highlight the continued need for high-
ly trained and efficient fire prevention and fire suppression programs. In order to 
maintain these programs, the President’s Budget proposes a $56 million increase 
above the FY 2006 enacted amount for wildland fire suppression. This funding re-
quest equals the most recent 10-year average for suppression costs, which are on 
an upward trend. 

In 2005, the Forest Service continued its success in initial fires suppression, con-
taining 99 percent of all unwanted fires. The President’s Budget provides the pre-
paredness funding needed to maintain this initial attack success rate. The develop-
ment of an interagency fire managing planning and budget model to support cost 
effective allocation of preparedness resources is currently underway. The President’s 
Budget provides additional incentives for reducing suppression costs by authorizing 
use of unobligated wildfire suppression funds for hazardous fuels treatment. This 
provides an incentive for line officers to reduce suppression expenses so they can 
have more resources to conduct hazardous fuels treatment. We are also committed 
to managing wildland fires for resource benefits or, as we also refer to it as, 
wildland fire use. This option is available to Federal agencies that have an approved 
land use plan and a fire management plan that allows for it. Our ability to manage 
naturally occurring fires in order to improve the health of fire dependent forests is 
increasing each year. The 2005 total of an additional 251,000 acres was significantly 
higher than 2004 and we look forward to increasing our capability to use this impor-
tant tool. 

These programs demonstrate the Forest Service’s multi-faceted approach to re-
storing National forests and grasslands to a more fire adaptive environment. 

Through stewardship contracting, collaboration and community involvement, stra-
tegic treatment of hazardous fuels, and well-planned fire prevention and suppres-
sion, we are having a long-term impact on minimizing wildfire threats. 

The protection of forest health and open space is increasingly affected by the dy-
namics of a global timber market. Timber prices are now often set globally; the re-
sult has been a reduction in the private wood products infrastructure and divest-
ment of timber companies from their timber land in the United States. These trends 
have altered the economic and environmental reality in which the Forest Service op-
erates. The FY 2007 budget provides several strategies to deal with these realities. 

The sell-off of industrial timber lands opens up millions of acres to potential de-
velopment, which in turns adds to the threat of the loss of open space. To counter 
these trends, the President’s Budget requests $62 million for the Forest Legacy Pro-
gram, which will protect an estimated 130,000 priority acres in FY 2007. The Forest 
Legacy Program works in concert with the cooperative efforts of other Federal, State 
and non-governmental organizations to assist private landowners sustain intact, 
working forests. 

The Forest Service’s efforts to restore forest health are also affected by the global 
timber market. With the reduction in mill capacity and other related infrastructure, 
market conditions have created a more limited demand pool and led to higher costs 
for remaining purchasers, adversely affecting the financial feasibility of restoration 
work on our Nation’s forests and grasslands. The FY 2007 budget addresses this 
need by dedicating $5 million to foster markets in biomass utilization. Additionally, 
authorities of HFI/HFRA and stewardship contracting enable more efficient and ef-
fective partnerships with the local community in treating hazardous fuels, and pro-
mote investment in the local infrastructure to utilize timber. 

With greater exchange of global goods also comes greater transfer of invasive spe-
cies. The FY 2007 budget provides over $94 million to Forest Service invasive spe-
cies programs, allowing the agency to complete invasive species suppression, preven-
tion and management on over 61,000 acres of Federal lands and 315,000 acres of 
state and private lands. These efforts involve enhanced collaboration with Forest 
Service partners to find and implement solutions to invasive species problems. In 
2004 the Forest Service invasive species program underwent a program assessment 
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rating tool (PART) evaluation. As a result of the assessment, new program perform-
ance measures based on a scientific or policy basis for validating agency actions 
were developed to more frequently update and utilize forest health risk maps for 
decision making and allocation of resources; and to provide for the measurement of 
the environmental and economic effects of invasive species treatments. 

An additional strategy for protecting forest health involves USDA’s work to broad-
en the use of markets for ecosystem services through voluntary market mechanisms 
as announced by Secretary Johanns at the White House Conference on Cooperative 
Conservation. As part of this effort, Forest Service Research and Development will 
continue its work regarding the quantification of ecosystem services values. 

INCREASED COLLABORATIVE EFFORTS 

The White House Conference on Cooperative Conservation, held in August 2005, 
marked an important milestone in the effort to expand and improve collaboration 
in natural resource management. The White House Conference underscored a clear 
lesson learned from the Forest Service Centennial—that the Forest Service has en-
tered a new, more collaborative era of natural resource management. Many of the 
rules and laws governing the Forest Service were enacted at a time when the focus 
of the agency was on producing timber and mitigating adverse impacts in order to 
maintain other resource uses, such as recreation and habitat. Today we are focusing 
on improving forest health and promoting sustainable recreation. The rules and pro-
cedures created during the former era of resource extraction often slow down impor-
tant restoration work during the current era of restoration. In order to work effec-
tively in this new environment, the future of the Forest Service must be built on 
collaboration instead of top-down regulation. 

The new planning rule for the Forest Service creates a dynamic planning process 
that is less bureaucratic, emphasizes sound science, and encourages more public in-
volvement earlier in the planning stages. We also expect that the new system of 
planning will be more strategic, transparent, timely and efficient. The planning 
process will be more effective because the rule requires annual evaluation of moni-
toring results and a comprehensive evaluation every 5 years. These evaluations will 
provide land managers with information to make necessary changes. The rule also 
requires establishment of an Environmental Management System, which focuses on 
continual improvement on each administrative unit. The new rule also requires op-
portunities for public involvement at four key stages in the planning process. Under 
the old planning rule, it usually took five to seven years to revise a 15-year land 
management plan; under the new rule, we expect that a plan revision will take from 
two to three years, saving the agency significant time and money. 

The new travel management rule, issued in November 2005, provides another ex-
ample of successful cooperation resulting in effective rule making. In 2004, OHV 
users accounted for between 11 and 12 million visits to national forests and grass-
lands. While the Forest Service believes that OHVs are a legitimate use of the Na-
tional Forest System, unmanaged OHV use has resulted in unplanned roads and 
trails, erosion, watershed and habitat degradation, and impacts to cultural resource 
sites. The 2005 travel management rule requires each national forest and grassland 
to designate the roads, trails and areas that will be open to motor vehicle use. Rang-
er districts and national forests will work with State and local governments and 
user groups to decide which routes and areas will be open to motor vehicle use. The 
Forest Service will engage the public so that travel management will be a coopera-
tive process, which in turn will help increase compliance. The result will be greater 
protection for recreation resources without significant expenditures from Forest 
Service appropriations. 

In 2004 Congress approved the Federal Lands Recreation Enhancement Act, giv-
ing the Forest Service a 10-year authority to reinvest a portion of collected recre-
ation fees to enhance local recreation opportunities and improve wildlife habitat in 
the area. The Act also directed the creation of recreation advisory committees that 
will provide public involvement and comment on recreation fee programs. The recre-
ation advisory committees are another example of the Forest Service’s continued 
commitment to improving its effectiveness and efficiency through increased public 
involvement and cooperation. I want to thank Congress for providing the Forest 
Service with this new and effective tool for cooperative conservation. 

A final example of collaboration includes working closely with the Bureau of Land 
Management in the energy permitting process. The Energy Policy Act of 2005 allows 
the BLM and the Forest Service to develop interagency agreements to support es-
tablished BLM pilot offices designed to streamline the oil and gas permitting proc-
ess on federal lands. These agreements will be used to reduce the backlog of oil and 
gas applications for permit to drill and improve the inspection and enforcement 
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processes. This realignment will increase the resources available to process energy 
permit applications, resulting in a more effective permitting process. 

The Partnership Enhancement Act, currently under review by Congress, is an ad-
ditional proposal that would advance the flexibility and effectiveness of the Forest 
Service. The Partnership Enhancement Act will clarify and simplify the Forest Serv-
ice’s legal authority to enter into mutual benefit agreements with a wide variety of 
collaborators. This Act would expand the Forest Service’s ability to engage in coop-
erative agreements with the local community and other interested parties. 

INCREASE THE EFFICIENCY OF FOREST SERVICE PROGRAMS 

The President’s Budget reflects continued implementation of the Forest Service’s 
vision as a ‘‘Center of Excellence in Government’’ in which it will be viewed as a 
model agency recognized for efficiently delivering its services. The Budget continues 
reforms that will streamline the Forest Service’s organization, improve account-
ability, and focus on measurable results. The Budget reduces indirect costs to $461 
million, and reflects completion of organizational efficiency studies that will lead to 
savings in FY 2008 and beyond. The Budget further reflects a continuing emphasis 
on Forest Service performance and accountability by including two new performance 
measures for the National Forest System: (1) the use of volume sold as an annual 
output measure for forest products and (2) an annual efficiency measure consisting 
of the ratio of total receipts for each activity to the obligations for each respective 
activity that generates those receipts. These reforms will foster a greater focus on 
results; lead to improved decisions based on performance; and enhance account-
ability through the use of more readily available and better quality performance in-
formation. 

Through the President’s Budget the Forest Service will continue to make use of 
valuable authorities that Congress has recently made available to the agency, and 
the Forest Service will continue its efforts to increase program efficiency. With the 
provisions of the Forest Service Facilities Realignment and Enhancement Act, the 
Forest Service is reducing its administrative site maintenance backlog and improv-
ing efficiency in its land management program. This new authority provides a nec-
essary incentive to identify and maintain needed facilities while streamlining facil-
ity holdings that reflect a bygone era of forest management. In FY 2006, we antici-
pate $37 million in receipts from this conveyance authority and we will be initiating 
over 100 administrative site conveyances with projected receipts of over $77 million 
by FY 2009. In short, the new authority enables the Forest Service to accomplish 
more with its Capital Improvement and Maintenance funds, while also decreasing 
the deferred maintenance backlog by removing unneeded facilities and producing 
additional funds to enhance mission-critical ones. In FY 2007, the Forest Service 
will continue to implement the FY 2006 changes to Knutson-Vandenberg (K-V) au-
thority, which allow the Forest Service more flexibility in the expenditure of K-V 
funds. Consistent with OMB direction to offset increases in mandatory spending, the 
agency has issued direction to the field to increase collections into the National For-
est Fund to offset the increase in the K-V program. I would like to express my ap-
preciation for support that this Subcommittee has giver the Forest Service in im-
proving these authorities. 

Providing high quality recreation opportunities on the National forests and grass-
lands is of great importance to the Forest Service. National forests and grasslands 
received over 200 million visits occurring in 2005. The Agency is developing a pro-
grammatic plan called, ‘‘the capacity-building model for sustainable recreation,’’ that 
will identify ways to build capacity to meet increasing demand. Tools will include 
partnership development, volunteerism, recreation fee revenues, improved business 
practices, and prioritization of recreation facility assets. Specific actions in 2007 will 
include completion of recreation facility master planning to prioritize facility assets; 
completion of a feasibility study on retention of recreation special use fees; contin-
ued implementation of the Federal Lands Recreation Enhancement Act; collabo-
rating with private sector partners to create a web site on improved business prac-
tices, including use of grant resources and volunteerism; and completing a skills as-
sessment to enhance business and financial skills. 

In 2005 the recreation program PART assessment was conducted. As a result of 
this assessment we are taking actions to improve the recreation program perform-
ance, including updated performance measures connecting recreation program per-
formance with achievement of the strategic goals; taking measures to improve vis-
itor satisfaction and completing recreation business plans for each of the National 
Forest and Grasslands. 

The President’s budget reflects the efforts of Forest Service Research and Develop-
ment (R&D) to improve research programs while also advancing deficit reduction 
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goals. To do this, R&D is expanding collaborative and coalition building efforts, fo-
cusing funding on research with external partners, and aligning research projects 
along strategic program areas. 

R&D is hosting two ‘‘Outlook Workshops’’ on future forestry research with non-
governmental organizations (NGO’s), government partners, academia and industry 
to encourage a common research agenda for all sectors of forestry research. In Janu-
ary 2006, R&D participated in a summit for Deans from U.S. forestry programs to 
lay plans for a common research agenda. The Forest Service will also continue to 
support the larger research community through the Forest Inventory Analysis (FIA). 
The FIA is the Nation’s only forest census, and it has been tracking the conditions 
of America’s forests for roughly 75 years. The President’s Budget funds the FIA pro-
gram at a level that will allow the program to cover 93 percent of the nation’s for-
ests with an annual inventory. 

R&D is also refocusing its research dollars, further increasing R&D’s support of 
external and collaborative research efforts from 13 percent of the R&D budget to 
20 percent over the next five years. Finally, R&D is reorganizing its research along 
strategic programs areas, so the Agency can best produce the research that supports 
current priorities. Along these lines, the President’s Budget allocates $1.5 million 
to research on the value of ecosystem services; $3.5 million to research on biomass 
markets and utilization; and includes funding for the reorganization of the Forest 
Products Lab, so the Lab can better focus on research that increases the utilization 
value of wood products, particularly in the areas of biomass, small diameter utiliza-
tion, and energy and biofuels production from biomass. Through these efforts, the 
science produced by Research & Development will continue to be the foundation for 
effective Forest Service programs. 

IMPROVING ORGANIZATIONAL AND FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT 

In support of the President’s Management Agenda, the FY 2007 budget continues 
the Forest Service’s efforts to improve organizational and financial management. 
The Forest Service’s Business Operations Transformation Program is improving the 
overall efficiency of the Forest Service’s administrative operations and increasing 
the Agency’s ability to redirect funds from indirect costs to mission delivery. The 
Albuquerque Service Center successfully opened this past year, bringing nearly 400 
employees to a consolidated budget and finance center that will better serve the 
needs of Forest Service internal and external customers. During the next five years, 
the Business Operations Transformation Program is estimated to result in $241 mil-
lion in savings for the Forest Service. 

The centralization of Forest Service budget and finance will also create greater 
transparency, accountability and efficiency in the agency’s financial management. 
The Forest Service continues to improve its financial management, as evidenced by 
the Agency’s 4th consecutive unqualified (‘‘clean’’) audit in 2005. Building upon 
these successes, the Forest Service will use improved financial information to drive 
results in key areas. 

The President’s Budget also continues support for the Forest Service Competitive 
Sourcing program, and focuses on proper and timely implementation of completed 
competitive sourcing studies and rigorous analysis of the studies’ results and sav-
ings. 

In FY 2007 the Forest Service will continue its work in Budget and Performance 
Integration through implementation of its strategic plan, Performance Account-
ability System, and by making effective use of the Program Assessment Rating Tool 
(PART). The Forest Service Strategic Plan helps the Agency and its field units de-
velop programs of work that address natural resource needs while maximizing lim-
ited resources and improving performance accountability. The Strategic Plan will be 
revised in FY 2006 to reflect the latest needs and resources of the agency. 

Through the PAS, the Forest Service is integrating existing data sources so that 
timely, consistent and credible performance information will be available for project 
and program managers as well as external customers. In addition, PART efforts will 
ensure that the Agency’s activities are aligned with its strategic plan. Thus far the 
Forest Service has used PART to evaluate the following programs: Wildland Fire 
Management, Capital Improvement & Maintenance, Forest Legacy, Invasive Spe-
cies, Land Acquisition, Recreation and Energy. These assessments have resulted in 
development of improved performance measures to better track accomplishments 
and increase accountability and better integration of strategic goals with program 
accomplishments. For the FY 2008 budget process, the Forest Service will complete 
a PART analysis of mission-support activities and programs aimed at improving wa-
tershed quality, and will reassess Wildland Fire and Invasive Species. Results from 

VerDate 0ct 09 2002 11:57 May 25, 2006 Jkt 109395 PO 27669 Frm 00016 Fmt 6633 Sfmt 6621 P:\DOCS\27669.TXT SENERGY2 PsN: PAULM



13

the PART process have been, and will continue to be, used to improve program man-
agement and develop better performance measures. 

CONCLUSION 

The FY 2007 Budget reflects the President’s commitment to providing the critical 
resources needed for our Nation’s highest priorities. The FY 2007 budget responds 
to the national need for deficit reduction while preparing the Forest Service for a 
new, more collaborative, era of natural resource management. With this budget the 
Forest Service will continue to identify and support more efficient and effective 
methods of pursuing its mission. This will be accomplished through increased col-
laboration, the use of new legislative authorities, expanded program efficiencies and 
improved organizational and financial management. Through these efforts the For-
est Service will continue to sustain the health and productivity of the Nation’s for-
ests and grasslands. 

Thank you for this opportunity to discuss the President’s Budget. I look forward 
to working with you to implement our FY 2007 program, and I’m happy to answer 
any questions that you may have.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much, Chief. Now, we’ll take 
Mark. Please proceed, Mr. Secretary. 

STATEMENT OF MARK REY, UNDER SECRETARY, NATURAL
RESOURCES AND ENVIRONMENT, DEPARTMENT OF
AGRICULTURE 
Mr. REY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I’d like to spend my time 

today talking about our proposal to re-authorize for five additional 
years the Secure Rural Schools legislation of 2000. That legisla-
tion’s authorization expires at the end of this year, absent any con-
gressional action. 

The 2000 legislation was designed to secure three transitions 
that needed to occur. One was to allow the counties involved time 
to transition away from heavy dependence on Federal timber sale 
receipts. The second was to give the Forest Service and the Bureau 
of Land Management time to stabilize their timber sale program, 
which was beset by appeals and litigation in the 1980’s and 1990’s. 
The third provided a transition period to improve intergovern-
mental relationships between the Forest Service and BLM and 
local governments and local groups. 

In our judgment, the second and third of those transitions are 
now nearly complete. Our receipts program has stabilized and is 
increasing slightly. It’s reaching levels now that it reached in the 
early 1970’s. The third transition has also been completed. The re-
source advisory committees have done a lot of work in improving 
our relationships with local governments and local groups, invest-
ing some $36 million annually in habitat improvement and restora-
tion projects and encouraging volunteerism in management of the 
national forest. We would tend to want to keep the resource advi-
sory committees whether or not the legislation is re-authorized by 
Congress. 

The first transition, however, is not complete. While some coun-
ties have diversified their economies, some clearly haven’t. So, in 
light of that, what we are recommending is a 5-year re-authoriza-
tion with payments phasing down over the course of that 5-year 
time period to give those counties that haven’t had the opportunity 
to adjust an additional time period in making that adjustment. We 
would fund that re-authorization from a one-time land sale of 
tracts that have been identified using criteria in each of our na-
tional forest plans as isolated, difficult, and expensive to manage 
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and no longer meeting National Forest System needs. A prelimi-
nary list of such sites involved a little over 300,000 acres, or less 
than two-tenths of 1 percent of the National Forest System, involv-
ing 2,900 parcels in 31 States. The legal descriptions of the entire 
list went live on the Forest Service website on February 10. Today, 
individual national forest maps, a few of which I have here to 
share with you, will go up on the website and in the Federal Reg-
ister, and we will announce a 30-day comment period to allow the 
public to give us comments on the list. 

All told, to present this proposal to you, it’ll take roughly a 
month’s worth of work and about $50,000. So it hasn’t been a 
major distraction or an allocation of effort because much of the 
work was already done through the criteria in the national forest 
plans. We appreciate in making this proposal that land sales are 
a very sensitive proposition. As we put this proposal together, we 
looked back across the last 21⁄2 decades at land sale proposals, both 
those which were adopted by Congress, like the Southern Nevada 
Land Act of 1998 or the Educational Land Grant Act of 2000—both 
of which were reported by this committee—as well as those land 
sales which weren’t supported by Congress. What we discovered is 
that if you looked at the ones that were supported, they all shared 
three characteristics. One was precision, two was transparency, 
and three was a broadly agreed upon public purpose. Precision is 
important because everybody needs to know exactly what’s being 
talked about. Nobody wants vagueness in the sense that you want 
to know exactly what’s going to be sold at what price. Trans-
parency is important because everybody wants an opportunity to 
talk about it. You can’t put one of these proposals in a conference 
report at the last minute and expect that it will sail through. Fi-
nally, broad public purpose is important because the sales that 
were supported by Congress had proceeds going to a purpose that 
was broadly supported and not just simply deficit reduction. 

We think, in trying to craft this proposal, that we’re responsive 
to those three characteristics. We’re going to be presenting the 
Congress with the exact list of all of the tracts involved. We prob-
ably don’t need to sell 300,000 acres to make $800 million, which 
is the offset we’re seeking. Probably somewhere around half of that 
or slightly more will do the job, so we have the latitude and the 
flexibility over the next 30 days as comments come in to modify 
that list. Of course, you’ll have the opportunity to modify it should 
you choose to take that opportunity. I think transparency is met 
by the fact that we’re putting it forward as part of our budget with-
out any pretense or pretext. 

Finally, I think, based on your comments already, we share a 
general view that re-authorization of the Secure Rural Schools leg-
islation is an important public purpose that both the administra-
tion and Congress agree should be met. We also would urge you to 
look at this proposal in a larger context. As I said, it will require 
us to sell probably one-tenth of 1 percent of the National Forest 
System at the same time that we’re adding ecologically sensitive 
lands that do meet National Forest System needs on an annual 
basis. Indeed, based on our rate of land acquisition, this proposal 
would be netted out in less than 2 years’ time. 
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So, we expect that we’ll get lots of comments; hopefully, com-
ments that are specific to individual areas that people believe 
should or shouldn’t be on the list. We’ve already received a number 
of comments already in the month that the proposal’s been part of 
the public discourse. As a consequence of those comments, we’re 
making some changes in the proposal even before sending it to you. 
For instance, we have been informed by people that even if they 
accept the proposition that these tracts no longer meet National 
Forest System needs, that’s not the same as saying they no longer 
meet public needs. 

Indeed, there are some isolated tracts where in the past we’ve 
given county governments a special use permit to put a picnic site 
on an isolated tract of national forest land because that tract hap-
pened to be accessible to a major roadway with a lot of recreational 
traffic. So, one of the things we’ll be doing in this proposal which 
we’ll be sending you is including language that gives State or local 
governments or land trusts the right of first refusal to acquire 
these tracts at the appraised value before we put them up for pri-
vate auction. That’s one way to secure whatever public benefits 
there may be even though they’re not National Forest System bene-
fits. I dare say that as the public comments on this list, some tracts 
will be added and some will certainly drop, and we’ll be responsive 
to those comments. 

One of the most surprising and unanticipated developments so 
far is the unexpected support for Forest Service management that’s 
emerged from groups that are usually critical of the Forest Service 
as they’ve had the opportunity to comment on this proposal. 

So, we hope that you’ll take a look at the legislation when we 
send it forward here in the next couple of days. We think this is 
a reasonable offset to use to support a piece of legislation that does 
need to be re-authorized, which is something that I think we’d all 
agree on. Thank you very much. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Rey follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF MARK REY, UNDER SECRETARY, NATURAL RESOURCES AND 
ENVIRONMENT, DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 

OVERVIEW 

Mr. Chairman, members of the Committee, thank you for the opportunity to dis-
cuss the President’s Fiscal Year 2007 Budget for the Forest Service. I am pleased 
to join Dale Bosworth, Chief of the Forest Service, at this hearing today. 

In my testimony, I will discuss two main issues. First, I will focus on the proposal 
in the President’s Budget to continue funding for an amended Secure Rural Schools 
and Community Self Determination Act. Second, I will discuss the increased funding 
for the Northwest Forest Plan that is requested in the Fiscal Year (FY) 2007 budget, 
which will promote improved forest health and more robust forest products econo-
mies in the Pacific Northwest. 

CONTINUING TRANSITIONAL SUPPORT TO RURAL COMMUNITIES THROUGH
THE SECURE RURAL SCHOOLS ACT 

The Secure Rural Schools and Community Self-Determination Act of 2000 (P.L. 
106-393) was enacted to provide transitional assistance to rural counties that had 
been affected by the decline in revenue from timber harvests on Federal lands. 
These counties traditionally relied on a share of receipts from timber harvests to 
fund their school systems and roads. The funding provided by the Act has been used 
to provide over 4,400 rural schools with critical funding and has addressed severe 
maintenance backlogs for county roads. Resource Advisory Committees (RACs) es-
tablished under the act have developed and proposed forest health improvement 
projects. A recent study by the Sierra Institute for Community and Environment, 
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Assessment of the Secure Rural Schools and Community Self-Determination Act—Dr. 
Jonathan Kusel (January 2006), on the effectiveness of RACs under title II and com-
munity programs under title III of the Act was encouraging. 

Each year the level of interaction between RACs, local governments, and citizens 
has increased, resulting in broader support and understanding of our mission. Addi-
tionally, funding for title III has also been used to complete community wildfire pro-
tection plans which are necessary to efficiently plan protection strategies for our 
rural communities. 

The last payment authorized under the Act would be made in Fiscal Year 2007 
based on timber and other receipt levels for Fiscal Year 2006. The Administration 
is committed to provide transitional assistance to counties and States covered under 
the Secure Rural Schools Act. The Department of Agriculture has worked hard to 
find the offsets needed to temporarily, while targeting and gradually phasing out, 
this assistance. 

Our legislative proposal described in the President’s fiscal year 2007 Budget for 
the Forest Service would amend the Act. The legislation would provide a source of 
funding for payments under the Secure Rural Schools Act by authorizing the sale 
of certain National Forest System lands. These parcels meet criteria identified in 
existing Forest Land Management plans as potentially suitable for conveyance. 
Many of these lands are isolated from other contiguous National Forest System 
lands, and because of their location, size or configuration are not efficient to manage 
as a component of the National Forest system. Isolated tracts can be expensive to 
manage because of boundary management and encroachment resolution costs. The 
sale of these lands will not compromise the health or integrity of the National For-
est System; instead, it will allow the agency to consolidate federal ownership and 
reduce management costs. 

The legislation would authorize to the Secretary of Agriculture to sell an adequate 
amount of National Forest land to fund an $800 million dollar account that would 
be used to make Secure Rural Schools Act payments over a five year period. For 
each fiscal year, the legislation identifies a specific amount from the account that 
may be used to make the payments. Payments from the land sales fund will be ad-
justed downwards and eventually phased out. This adjustment recognizes that the 
Secure Rural Schools Act provided transitional assistance to rural communities 
adapting to a changing timber economy and a changing federal role in resource ex-
traction. 

Funds from the land sales account would be in addition to payments to the States 
from annual timber and other receipts on National Forests and BLM lands. For ad-
ministrative purposes, the Secretary of Agriculture would also make the supple-
mental payments from this account for Bureau of Land Management O&C lands. 
Payments will continue to be targeted to the most affected areas. Timber receipts 
are expected to rise over the next five years, which should further help in reducing 
the impact of the payment phase-out. 

Since payments under the Secure Rural Schools Act began in 2001, the affected 
economies have made important strides in economic diversification and are now less 
dependent on federal timber receipts. In addition, the Forest Service has reestab-
lished itself as a catalyst for economic development by conducting hazardous fuels 
treatments that can result in a market in forest biomass. Timber receipts are also 
on the rise as the ‘‘timber wars’’ have transitioned into a new era of cooperative con-
servation. By selling isolated federal lands, we will further contribute to diversified 
rural government funding. 

When the federal lands are sold and become private property, they will be added 
to the county tax rolls, providing a sustainable funding source for local governments. 
All of these factors combine into a unified plan to promote robust local economies 
and reduce the dependence of county governments on direct federal assistance. 

The Administration remains committed to acquiring environmentally sensitive 
lands and protecting them from development. This commitment is reflected in the 
President’s request for a $5 million increase in funding for the Forest Legacy pro-
gram, which will protect an estimated 130,000 priority acres in FY2007 through the 
purchase of conservation easements or fee simple title. In addition, our land acquisi-
tion program and land exchange program has been adding about 100,000 acres per 
year to the National Forest System for the last several years. By selling lands that 
are inefficient to manage or are isolated with limited ecological values and pur-
chasing critical, environmentally sensitive lands, the Forest Service will maintain 
the integrity of the National Forest System while funding payments under the Act 
in a fiscally responsible manner. 
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INCREASED FUNDING OF THE NORTHWEST FOREST PLAN 

The 2007 Budget also reflects the President’s commitment to sustainable forestry 
in the Pacific Northwest through increased funding for the 1994 Northwest Forest 
Plan Amendments. The Northwest Forest Plan affects the management and admin-
istration of 24.5 million acres of Federal land, of which 19.4 million are managed 
by the Forest Service within 19 national forests in western Oregon, western Wash-
ington, and northern California. The Northwest Forest Plan was designed to 
produce a predictable and sustainable level of timber sales while protecting the 
long-term health of forests, wildlife and waterways of the region. The Plan has suc-
ceeded in meeting its environmental goals. A 2004 Forest Service review of the first 
10 years of the Northwest Forest Plan found that the net gain in older forests since 
1994 was between 1.25 and 1.5 million acres, over twice the 600,000 acres expected 
during the first decade of the plan. 

The 2004 review found that the Plan has not been successful at providing a pre-
dictable level of timber and nontimber resources. In order to recognize the needs of 
all parties affected by the Northwest Forest Plan, the President’s budget increases 
funding for the Plan by $66 million, with $41 million for forest products, $6 million 
for hazardous fuels treatment, and the remaining $19 million for assorted ecosystem 
management programs. This level of funding allows the Forest Service to offer in 
2007 the Plan’s goal of 800 million board feet of timber per year. 

The economies of the Pacific Northwest have experienced marked change over the 
past 15-20 years. The region went from harvesting 10 billion board feet of timber 
in 1990 to 136 million board feet in 2000, and the forest economies of the region 
have suffered from the lack of a predictable timber supply. The goal of the Adminis-
tration is not to return to the peak levels of timber production; instead, the FY 2007 
budget provides for a sustainable, predictable level of timber harvest that also pro-
tects forest health. The current forest products economy offers great opportunities 
for businesses able to use new technologies and tap into expanding markets for new 
products. 

With a predictable timber supply established, the Pacific Northwest will be better 
equipped to adapt and succeed in the changing forest products market. 

One of the best examples of new opportunities in forest products is the rapidly 
expanding market for wood pellets as a fuel source. The demand for wood pellets 
for commercial and home heating has boomed as Americans face higher heating 
costs from traditional sources. Wood pellets suppliers have reported shortages from 
New Mexico to Rhode Island. Pellet producers, such as Forest Energy Corporation 
in Show Low, Arizona, are running their processing mills 24 hours a day and seven 
days a week to try and meet demand. In making the wood pellets, Forest Energy 
Corporation uses the small-diameter wood produced from hazardous fuels treat-
ments in Arizona’s national forests. Expanded funding for the Northwest Forest 
Plan will create similar win/win situations in which both sustainably harvested tim-
ber and the byproducts from hazardous fuels treatments are used to meet the grow-
ing demand for forest products. 

In addition to meeting the Northwest Forest Plan’s timber targets, the Forest 
Service will improve over 3900 acres of terrestrial wildlife habitat and 120 miles of 
fisheries habitat in FY 2007. The Forest Service has developed a comprehensive 
strategy for aquatic restoration within the Northwest Plan area to restore priority 
watersheds. 

The President’s Budget also enables the Forest Service to continue to emphasize 
the treatment of hazardous fuels in the wildland-urban interface and address the 
reforestation needs of recent large forest fires. With the expanded NWFP funding, 
the agency will continue to emphasize partnerships and integrated projects to pro-
tect municipal watersheds, recover habitat for endangered and sensitive species, and 
control the spread of invasive species. 

The 2007 President’s Budget provides $610 million to continue implementation of 
the Healthy Forests Initiative, to reduce hazardous fuels and restore forest health. 
The budget proposal, more than a $12 million increase over 2006, takes an inte-
grated approach to reducing hazardous fuels and restoring forest and rangeland 
health. Along with $301 million to the Department of Interior (DOI), the FY2007 
budget provides a total of $913 million to implement the Healthy Forest Initiative 
and the Healthy Forest Restoration Act. 

Through the continuation of the Secure Rural Schools Act and through expanded 
funding of the Northwest Forest Plan, the President’s Budget promotes sustainable 
rural communities and the expansion of a forest products economy that is compat-
ible with improved forest health. These efforts, in combination with the President’s 
continued support of the Healthy Forest Initiative, highlight the Forest Service’s 
commitment to managing the nation’s forests and grasslands with greater innova-
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tion and renewed efficiency. I look forward to working with Congress to enact the 
President’s FY 2007 budget. 

Finally, today I would also like to announce our plan for establishing a number 
of advisory committees and councils throughout the country to afford communities 
and citizens the opportunity to provide input into the recreation fee program as pre-
scribed in the Federal Lands Recreation Enhancement Act (REA) which was enacted 
into law as part of the 2005 Consolidated Appropriations bill. 

In conjunction with the Department of the Interior’s Bureau of Land Management 
(BLM) we will work with existing BLM Advisory Councils in seven western states 
(Idaho, Montana, Utah, Nevada, Colorado, Arizona, and New Mexico) to jointly use 
the seventeen existing councils in those states to provide a forum for public involve-
ment in the recreation fee program for both agencies. 

In addition, we will establish six new Recreation Resource Advisory Committees 
(RRACs) covering the Northeastern US, Southeastern US, the States of Oregon and 
Washington, California, Alaska and Nebraska. With the exception of the State of 
Alaska, these new committees will be established in association with the BLM. 

We look forward to working jointly with the BLM to provide ample opportunities 
for citizens, communities and local governments to have an opportunity to present 
input on how the recreation fee program is administered in our respective agencies. 
We see this as a great opportunity to build support and understanding for the recre-
ation fee program as well as provide an important communication link between gov-
ernment and the public. Thank you for your continued support of this program. 

At this time I would be pleased to answer any questions.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much. Now we we’ll proceed 
with—Senator Bingaman since you had an opening statement, our 
side was next—Mr. Thomas. 

Senator THOMAS. Well, thank you, gentlemen. I appreciate your 
comments. Obviously, there’s a lot of reaction to the sale thing, 
Mark, that you mentioned, but most of us don’t understand exactly 
what’s involved yet, so that will be very useful. Let me go back to 
a couple of things. The budget includes $66 million to fully fund 
the Northwest Forest Plan. That’s a great thing to do. However, 
I’m concerned that that funding is at the expense of other national 
forests. Several in Wyoming have just completed their forest revi-
sions. Those plans are not being fully implemented. How do you 
justify dramatically increasing funding in the Northwest while you 
leave the other forest plans out? 

Mr. REY. What you’re seeing in the forest management account, 
as well as in the hazardous fuels accounts, are increases in vir-
tually all the regions. So, we don’t believe any other region is suf-
fering as a consequence of the decision to try to fully fund the 
Northwest Forest Plan. In the Pacific Northwest, the Northwest 
Forest Plan, which was developed by my predecessor, resulted in 
a very significant reduction in what were the timber sales levels at 
that time; the Northwest Forest Plan essentially calls for about 
one-seventh of what was the historic sales program. So, in that re-
gion, they dropped as dramatically or more dramatically than any-
where else. What we’ve tried to do is redeem a commitment made 
by our predecessors to fully fund that plan so at least that rel-
atively lower level of harvest can be reached, while making sure 
that decision is not coming at the disadvantage of any other region, 
because those regions are showing increases as well. 

Senator THOMAS. Yes, thank you. Fully funded is a little dif-
ferent than increases, however, and so I think that’s some difficulty 
there in justifying that into the others. The proposal includes $26 
million for land acquisition. Why are you purchasing additional 
land when you are also recognizing that you need to dispose of 
some? 
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Mr. REY. The reason is that the kinds of lands we’re talking 
about in each proposal are very different. The lands that we’re pro-
posing to dispose of are isolated tracts that no longer meet Na-
tional Forest System needs. The lands that we would propose to ac-
quire are lands that have high levels of ecological value and are ac-
quisitions that will allow us to block up places where we’d like to 
have coherent land ownership to achieve broader land management 
objectives. 

Senator THOMAS. Is there satisfactory funding or adequate fund-
ing to recover in the delisting of endangered species? That seems 
to be dragging along, and we seem to always have a shortage of 
resources there. And yet, this has strung on a very long time. Is 
this an adequately funded program now to get the job done? 

Mr. BOSWORTH. My belief is that where we have species that we 
believe have recovered, species like the Yellowstone grizzly bear, 
that we do have adequate funding to do the work that needs to be 
done to develop conservation strategies. A lot of that is working 
very closely with the Fish and Wildlife Service, and with the 
States. I believe that we can move forward with the proposed fund-
ing. 

Senator THOMAS. Well, I hope so, because that hasn’t been the 
case. You talked about grizzly bears. We’ve passed the numbers for 
15 years, and they’re still not delisted. 

Mr. BOSWORTH. I agree with you that it’s taken a long time to 
get there. I don’t think it’s a funding issue as much as it is a red-
tape-process issue. 

Senator THOMAS. Yes, I understand, and I realize that the Fish 
and Wildlife Service is a major player here in this thing, but it does 
have some difficulty. The Healthy Forests Restoration Act contains 
a pre-decisional objective process and a streamlined judicial review 
process, both of which are designed to increase efficiency. How well 
are these processes working? Do you have a monitoring plan to 
demonstrate whether they’re working or not working? 

Mr. BOSWORTH. The tools that we got through the Healthy For-
ests Restoration Act and the Healthy Forests Initiative are working 
very well in my view, some working better than others. Some of the 
categorical exclusions that we used for a period of time allowed us 
to get decisions made much quicker and work done on the ground. 
In some cases, however, that tool has been affected by a court deci-
sion. We also are using stewardship contracting—we got the au-
thority to do that under the Healthy Forests Restoration Act. We 
have 210 projects in stewardship contracting; those are working 
very well, and we intend to increase the use of those. It’s a more 
complex program, so it’s taken a little bit longer to fully implement, 
but we are moving forward with that as well. So, there are a num-
ber of tools and opportunities that we’re picking up on, that’s why 
we’ve been able to exceed our targets in fuels treatment each year. 

Senator THOMAS. Good. Thank you. Well, I certainly don’t have 
any particular objection to a reduction of 2 percent, but we have 
to be doing that over the whole budget. I think we need to make 
sure we allocate these things fairly among the various forests. 
Thank you very much. I’ll stop there. 

Senator BINGAMAN. Let me ask just a few questions, if I could. 
This community forest restoration program is something that we 
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enacted a few years ago. My understanding is that for the first 
time since it was started, this is proposed for zero funding in the 
budget. It’s a very small program, $5 million, but it’s been one of 
the most successful forest restoration programs that we’ve seen. Is 
there a reason why we didn’t fund it in this bill? 

Mr. REY. The funding is going to be part of the overall funding 
devoted to the Healthy Forests Restoration Act, so we’re planning 
to allocate the usual $5 million or so to this program. 

Senator BINGAMAN. Okay, thank you. I appreciate that. Let me 
ask about State Fire Assistance. The President’s budget proposes 
a 30 percent cut in the Forest Service State Fire Assistance Pro-
gram. And as I understand it, the budget would terminate the De-
partment of the Interior’s Fire Assistance Program altogether. It 
proposes a 55 percent cut to the Department of Homeland Secu-
rity’s Fire Assistance Grant Program. The Forest Service budget 
justification admits this program serves ‘‘an important goal of the 
national fire plan’’ and ‘‘is critical to protecting communities and 
resources from catastrophic wildland fires.’’ Can you explain or tell 
me whether there’s been a coordination between the Department of 
the Interior and Homeland Security in the decision that you’ve 
made to cut this program, and what are the policies that justify it? 
As I’ve indicated in my opening statements, the concern about cata-
strophic wildland fire is greater this year in my State than I can 
remember it being, because of the drought, and it seems that these 
are wrong-headed cuts. 

Mr. REY. First, I can tell you that we have coordinated the deci-
sionmaking with the Department of the Interior, as we do across 
all of the wildland fire accounts. That may not make you any 
happier with the decision, but it was taken together with our Inte-
rior agencies. We did not coordinate with the Department of Home-
land Security. However, most of their assistance goes to urban 
first-responders. They’re not very large in the wildland fire busi-
ness. 

Most of our assistance goes to wildland firefighting. As we looked 
across the wildland fire accounts, one thing that was very glaring 
is that we were going to have to budget substantially more for sup-
pression, given the circumstances that you’ve described in the 
Southwest and elsewhere and given the increase in the 10-year av-
erage and suppression. 

So, a substantial increase is shown in our suppression budget for 
this year. And in tight budget circumstances, you have to make 
tough choices. We didn’t think we could short suppression, because 
that would mean that we would be falling short of our obligations 
for wildland firefighting on Federal lands. We also put a slight in-
crease in there for volunteer fire assistance, because the volunteer 
programs have been more underfunded relative to the State pro-
grams in previous years. So, I guess all I can say is we did look 
at this together with our Interior Department colleagues and made 
some tough choices in a tight budget environment. 

Senator BINGAMAN. Let me ask about the budget proposal with 
regard to the processing of mineral applications. We have a lot 
more leasing going on in the West. I know in Wyoming, Senator 
Thomas has seen a lot of that. We see a lot of it in our State. I 
think that’s important in meeting our energy needs. The proposal 
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you have is to increase funding for processing of mineral applica-
tions, but at the same time, cutting by 70 percent the funds for en-
vironmental compliance. The BLM environmental compliance pro-
gram has been woefully understaffed and underfunded. I guess I’m 
concerned that by cutting its compliance program, the Forest Serv-
ice will find itself in the same circumstance. Do you have a jus-
tification or explanation for why we would be cutting the environ-
mental compliance program by 70 percent? 

Mr. BOSWORTH. In terms of the whole minerals, oil and gas pro-
gram, what we’re trying to do is work much more closely with the 
Department of the Interior and the Bureau of Land Management 
to leverage our resources in a more effective way to accomplish the 
environmental compliance as well as to do away with the backlog 
of permit applications. In addition to that, we’re—as I said in my 
testimony, we’re reducing our indirect costs significantly so we can 
take more of those dollars and apply those to the work on the 
ground. So, my belief is that when you take the aggregate of work-
ing together more closely with the Bureau of Land Management 
and the cost efficiencies that we’ll have in place, we’ll be able to 
do an adequate job of environmental compliance as well as remove 
the backlog that we have. 

Senator BINGAMAN. I think my time’s up, Mr. Chairman. Thank 
you. 

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you. I will ask a few questions and make 
a few comments. 

Senator Murkowski, you’re after—you follow after I do mine. 
First, thank you for your testimony. I understand how difficult 

it is when you’re given the budget targets that you’ve been given. 
I know this Department has been given a smaller cut than many 
of the others, 21⁄2 percent, but still, it’s a very difficult one. So, I’d 
like to ask a couple of questions that cause me to wonder. Can you 
help me understand why you’re recommending, for instance, selling 
1.5 percent of the Forest Service lands in the State of Missouri, a 
State that only gets about $2.6 million in payments, while you have 
recommended to sell .06 percent of the land in Oregon, a State that 
will get over $260 million a year in payments? 

Mr. REY. The land sales were proposals developed on the basis 
of where we had tracts of land that met the characteristics of being 
isolated, difficult and expensive to manage, and no longer meeting 
National Forest System needs. We own some of those tracts, you 
know, as much as a result of an accident of history as anything 
else. They are not evenly distributed throughout the National For-
est System. In fact, their distribution is relatively irregular. Those 
sales are going to meet a national need. That is the——

The CHAIRMAN. I understand. 
Mr. REY. Yes, okay. 
The CHAIRMAN. I think I make the point because we have a Sen-

ator here. He’s got a vote. He’s going to look at this and say, does 
this look neat, Oregon gets $260 million dollars a year, and I’m 
going to get $2.6 million, and more of my land’s being sold than 
theirs. It’s not going to be so easy if we don’t have something else 
in this mix besides what you have decided your formula for dis-
tribution would be. I thank you. 
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Senator TALENT. Mr. Chairman, thank you for anticipating my 
question. I appreciate that. 

Mr. REY. I think that the other thing I would have said is that 
the formula for funding is obviously one that we’ll visit with the 
committee on as we get into the re-authorization. The previous for-
mula may be justified with some adjustments. 

The CHAIRMAN. The road maintenance funding has decreased by 
over 50 percent over the last 5 years, according to what my staff 
tells me, and I see that the transportation plans for ORV and the 
forest plans eliminate more and more access to the forests. Be-
tween the wilderness, roadlessness and these plans, including your 
proposed road maintenance funding, I wonder if you really want 
people to come and visit the forests. I’m wondering why you need 
$5 billion to manage the lands, when you don’t seem to be willing 
to keep most of the roads open to the public. Am I missing some-
thing, or is this just a question of money? 

Mr. BOSWORTH. Well, actually, we had over 200 million visitors 
to the national forests last year, and we welcome visitors to the na-
tional forests, so the direct answer to your question is we do want 
people to come to the national forests and enjoy them. Some of the 
things, like the off-highway vehicle policy, was an effort to provide 
for the needs of off-highway vehicle users, but do a better job of 
managing that use so that the next generation of users will also 
have a good opportunity to enjoy it. So, the decision was to have 
motorized vehicles limited to designated roads and trails or areas. 
We’ve had a lot of support from the motorized users for that deci-
sion, organizations like the Blue Ribbon Coalition. Now, we’re in 
the process of working together with people from all sides of that 
issue to figure out which roads and trails. 

As far as the road maintenance budget, that is a concern to us. 
On the other hand, we need to figure out where we’re going to cut 
if we’re going to meet our priorities and have a reduced budget. 
That’s one of the places that we felt like we’d be able to take some 
cuts, but it’s not without consequences. We’ll again use the tools 
that we have, like improving our efficiency, working with part-
ners—like counties and others—to try to get as much of that work 
done as efficiently as possible, but that’s going to be a continuing 
concern. 

The CHAIRMAN. Well, Chief, I want you to know that I under-
stand you’ve got a tough problem, and I do think you’re doing as 
good a job as you can. I don’t—I just know these are tough ones 
when it comes to telling the public that they should have access, 
and at the same time, roadways are not being made sufficiently ac-
cessible. It’s a very tough explanation. 

You know, we have this giant program that we have to re-au-
thorize, where a lot of county schools are depending upon very 
large quantities of Federal money. The law is pretty clear. It’s 
going to expire. And given the risk of the Forest County Schools 
legislation not getting re-authorized, what should these counties 
that depend upon thse Forest Service receipts be preparing for, in 
your opinion? 

Mr. REY. Well, we hope the bill will be re-authorized. That’s 
what we support and we want to work with the committee and the 
Congress to that end. But the situation will vary from county to 
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county. There are some counties who have been able to diversify 
their economies, and there are some who haven’t. If this bill is not 
re-authorized, the ones who haven’t will be facing rather dramatic 
and immediate reductions in their school budgets, and that’s not 
something that we think ought to happen if it can be avoided. 

The CHAIRMAN. There has been a recognition that certainly some 
of us who have none of the problem have been a big part of the 
solution—I think I have—but are we supposed to support these 
county schools forever? 

Mr. REY. No, our judgment is that in some cases, as I’ve said, 
they’ve made the transition. In the re-authorization, if the funding 
formula is adjusted—the obvious candidates are getting less. The 
ones who haven’t been successful are the ones who arguably should 
continue to get the money, albeit in our proposal it is a step-down 
fashion so that at the end of this 5-year transition, they’ve gotten 
themselves to the point of where they can be more self-sufficient. 
At the end of that transition, they’ll still be getting their 25 percent 
share of timber receipts, assuming that we don’t change the 1908 
legislation. That share will be higher than it was when we passed 
the 2000 legislation because we’ve managed to stabilize and in-
crease the receipt program. 

If you look at that chart there, the blue line shows you what the 
receipt levels have been since the turn of the last century. What 
you can see is that we didn’t generate those levels of receipts that 
the counties became dependent upon until the late 1970’s and 
through the 1980’s. What we’ll be going back to at the end of our 
5-year proposal is a receipts level that’s comparable to what we 
were generating with county revenues comparable to those in the 
period of the 1960’s and 1970’s. 

The CHAIRMAN. I have two very brief parochial issues. I see that 
you’ve reduced in a very small account, but important to us, Valles 
Caldera, to less than 20 percent of what it was last year. I thought 
we had your assurance in last year’s hearing that the administra-
tion would fully support this year’s funding; what happened? 

Mr. REY. Well, we did fund it. We proposed to fund it at the level 
we proposed to fund it last year, and it is our continuing hope that 
the trust will eventually become more self-sufficient. We’re happy 
to continue to work with you and Senator Bingaman to decide what 
the right level of funding going forward for 2007 is. 

The CHAIRMAN. All right. My last one has to do with the Lincoln 
County Stewardship Program in the Lincoln National Forest. Can 
you speak to that, Chief? We had some assurance about that. Ei-
ther you or the Secretary. Can you tell us what’s going to happen 
and what you’re going to do about that? 

Mr. BOSWORTH. Well, the Lincoln National Forest is working 
closely with the tribe to develop a stewardship contract, which it’s 
my understanding should be signed sometime in April. They’ve 
been working together now to come up with something that will 
meet both the Forest Service needs for work on the ground as well 
as the tribe’s needs. It’s also my understanding that there would 
be three timber sales that would be part of that stewardship con-
tract of about five million board feet each. There would be some 
pre-commercial thinning that would be part of that stewardship 
contract that would do some restoration——
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The CHAIRMAN. So, it’s on the burner, and it’s moving? 
Mr. BOSWORTH. It’s moving along, and I think it’s going to work 

out well. 
The CHAIRMAN. All right, thank you very much. 
Senator Murkowski. 
Senator MURKOWSKI. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. My colleague 

from Missouri has asked that I yield for one quick comment, and 
then I’ll resume my questions. 

The CHAIRMAN. Yes, indeed. 
Senator TALENT. I want to thank the Senator from Alaska and 

the chairman for anticipating my concern. Mr. Chairman, I have a 
statement I’m going to submit for the record and some questions 
also, because you really hit what I was aiming at. 

[The prepared statement of Senator Talent follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF HON. JAMES M. TALENT, U.S. SENATOR FROM MISSOURI 

Mr. Chairman, Thank you for holding this hearing on the U.S. Forest Service’s 
FY07 Budget. I would specifically like more information on the Forest Service’s pro-
posal to sell portions of the Mark Twain National Forest in Missouri. 

As you may know, the U.S. Forest Service is proposing to sell as much as 21,566 
acres of Mark Twain National Forest to provide funding for a five-year extension 
of the Secure Rural Schools and Community Self-Determination Act. 

This legislation called for in the budget request would grant the Forest Service 
authority to sell small tracts of forest land that are isolated or inefficient to manage, 
and use those funds towards rural schools and infrastructure. However, I’m ex-
tremely concerned over the way this bill is structured because there is no guarantee 
that the revenue provided will stay within Missouri. 

The Mark Twain National Forest is one of Missouri’s greatest treasures, and we 
should all work to preserve it for future generations. Many have opposed increasing 
access to the Forest. 

As you know, Mr. Chairman, the Mark Twain National Forest isn’t one contiguous 
tract of land. It is a series of small tracks throughout the southern and eastern por-
tion of the state. It covers 1.5 million acres, in 29 Missouri counties. The area is 
diverse in vegetation, geological features, water resources, and wildlife. It includes 
seven federally designated wildernesses and numerous historical and archaeological 
sites. 

Many people in Washington believe that any human management of our natural 
resources is inconsistent with their preservation. I think this is the exact opposite 
of the truth. The wise use and management of public land is necessary to the health 
of the environment. I will continue to support balanced measures that safeguard the 
health of our precious natural resources while improving the quality of life for peo-
ple. I am not opposed to the sale of lands within the forest, if there is a safeguard 
that those revenues will be returned to Missouri. I don’t want land sales in Missouri 
to pay for schools in California.

Senator TALENT. Chief, I just think we need some greater propor-
tion than your proposal now has between the contributions, if you 
will, from various States and the receipts. As you know, you’re pro-
posing selling 21,566 acres from the Mark Twain National Forest 
in Missouri, which would be the third in terms of size in the coun-
try. And you know, our schools aren’t getting anywhere near a 
third of the revenue, and I hate to sound parochial, but—actually, 
I don’t hate to sound parochial. These schools need the money, and 
we view the Mark Twain as certainly a national treasure, but also 
as a Missouri treasure. So, I hope we can work together to try and 
equalize that. 

Mr. REY. We’d be happy to work with the committee on both the 
formula and the selection of parcels to be considered for sale. 

Senator TALENT. I appreciate that. I’m not opposed in principle 
to this, but I just think that we need to see more of the benefit 
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than we’re now seeing. And just as a general comment, I know that 
payments have fluctuated in terms of how much from the program 
that the schools are getting. Just be sensitive to the needs and the 
issues that these rural school boards are facing. I mean, whatever 
in some kind of abstract ideological sense should be the case, 
they’ve come to depend on these payments, and we need to be very 
sensitive to them, because they’re trying to educate these kids. 
There isn’t anything more important that we’re trying to do back 
home. 

Mr. REY. Yes, for us, this isn’t an abstract issue. These school 
systems are the school systems that many of our employees use to 
educate their children, so we’re part of those local communities and 
deeply sensitive to the trials and difficulties that the school boards 
have. 

Senator TALENT. Thank you. Thank you for yielding. 
Senator MURKOWSKI. Thank you. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Secretary Rey, I appreciate you focusing your testimony on the 

Secure Rural Schools aspect. 
And Mr. Chairman, I want to make sure that my full written 

comments, the opening statement, get included in the record, be-
cause I actually take a little bit of time to compliment the Forest 
Service and your efforts in working with us on the situation down 
in Ketchikan and working with Mr. Seley. We appreciate that, so 
I wanted to make sure that that’s in the record. 

I’m trying to understand what the proposal actually does to the 
schools and counties in Alaska. I’m looking at the payments in the 
various areas and recognize that in most of my areas in southeast, 
in the Tongass National Forest, we’ve got historic unemployment 
rates somewhere between 10 and 20 percent. The Yakutat area is 
at about 13.1 percent. Their payment this past year is $705,000 
and change. The reality that we face, and I know I’m not telling 
you anything you don’t know, Mr. Rey, but we are in a situation 
in the southeast where we’ve got over 90 percent of our lands that 
are owned by the Federal Government. You have economies that 
are based on the forest. And so, for us to get to a point of self-sus-
tainability or no further reliance on the timber industry is going to 
be very, very difficult in these areas. 

So, what I’m trying to understand is what does this—what will 
this proposal mean to an area like the Skagway-Hoonah-Angoon, 
where they’re looking at a 20-percent unemployment right now? 

Mr. REY. With the current level of receipts and our proposed off-
set of an additional $800 million to supplement that with guaran-
teed payments over 5 years, the program would be funded at, on 
the average, half the level that it was funded under the 2000 legis-
lation. What we will be proposing to you when we send the lan-
guage up here shortly is that we start with the first year of imple-
mentation at about the level that the counties enjoyed in total with 
the 2000 legislation and then start to step it down as we go for-
ward through the 5-year re-authorization. 

How that funding is distributed among the States and counties 
is something that we’d be happy to work with the committee about. 
One obvious alternative is to keep the formula that exists in the 
2000 legislation. Another obvious alternative is to modify that for-
mula for the purposes of equity or to better reflect those counties 
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that are still the most hard hit, as opposed to those that have actu-
ally done a pretty good job at beginning to diversify or, in fact, di-
versifying their economies. That’s something that we can work with 
as we get into the re-authorization process. 

Senator MURKOWSKI. Well, I think it’s going to be imperative 
that there not just be a straight calculus—this is what you have 
to do—because as I’ve indicated, in certain parts of the State, we 
have no ability to go anywhere else. We don’t own the land we—
you know, we might be able to bring some more tourists in, but in 
terms of economic opportunity and the ability to diversify, I believe 
you know very well our problem there. So, if I understand what 
you’re saying, an area like Yakutat, that last year received 
$705,000, would get half of that? 

Mr. REY. No, on the average, they——
Senator MURKOWSKI. On the average? 
Mr. REY. Probably next year, they’d get pretty close to that level. 

The year after, we’d start stepping it down. 
Senator MURKOWSKI. Stepping it down even further. 
Mr. REY. Right. They would never go to zero, because they would 

always get their share of actual receipts, but it would drop as the 
guaranteed payment drops over the course of the 5-year authoriza-
tion. 

Senator MURKOWSKI. And, of course, that news is absolutely 
going to devastate them. My question, then, is what happens after 
the 5-year period? What would a community like the city and bor-
ough of Yakutat expect after that? 

Mr. REY. If nothing else occurs, they would expect their historic 
share of timber receipts, 25 percent of the gross receipts from 
whatever we sell. We’re hoping that that’s more than it is today. 
It’s more today than it was last year or the year before. That’s if 
nothing else happens. I think it’s probably a fairly sure bet, 
though, that toward the end of this 5-year re-authorization, we’ll 
be looking at this again to see which counties are still in dire 
straits and which have been able to use the ensuing 5 years to con-
tinue the process of diversifying their economies. 

Senator MURKOWSKI. It seems that one of the problems that we 
have here is, at least in Alaska, an ability to move forward with 
those timber sales, because of the delays, because of the litigation. 
So, on the one hand, we’re saying we have to get the receipts in 
so that we can build this up, but we’ve got an inability to move, 
and we’ve been seeing this in the southeast. That’s what you were 
working on with Mr. Seley’s venture. So, there seems to be an in-
consistency between what we’re promising now and what we can 
expect down the road here. I don’t know how you reconcile that. 

Mr. REY. I think where the inconsistency comes in is not every 
region has reached that second transition, that I discussed, in sta-
bilizing timber receipts. Region 10 is where we have the Tongass 
and where we have the greatest challenge. The other inconsistency 
is that not all the counties are in the same place economically; 
those are things we’ll have to work on as we get into this re-au-
thorization. 

Senator MURKOWSKI. Well, know that we are very concerned 
about it. We’ll be working with you as you move forward in this. 
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I have some other questions for the Chief, but I’ll let my colleagues 
go. 

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you. Senator Murkowski, I might ask, 
time-wise, can you be here for a while? Senator Salazar, it’s your 
turn. I’m going to let you chair—I have a meeting—and you close 
it when time has expired. I want to thank both of you again for 
coming. 

Senator SALAZAR. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and welcome, Chief 
Bosworth and Secretary Rey. I have five questions, and I’m going 
to ask the questions and ask you to respond to them, if you would. 
They relate to the bark beetle problem that we have in the West 
and the South; the second, the land sale proposals; the third has 
to do with fire and fire assistance grants to State fire assistance 
programs; fourth, recreation funding relative to the relative fund-
ing in different areas of the country; and then the last question has 
to do with the Wolf Creek development in southern Colorado and 
the status of that. 

My first question has to do with bark beetles, and I would direct 
that to you, Chief Bosworth. It seems to me that when 36 million 
or so acres have been affected by the bark beetle problem in both 
the South and the West, that we ought to be doing as much as we 
possibly can to deal with the problem of bark beetles. We included 
an amendment in the budget last year, and we have seen response 
back from the Forest Service on some of the plans that you have 
to deal with the bark beetle problem. However, the concern I have 
is that you are proposing to cut 49 percent of the money that was 
going to deal with the bark beetle problem. It’s something that af-
fects many of our States across the West and across the South, so 
it seems to me that it’s a very significant retreat from our commit-
ment to try to deal with the bark beetle problem, and I would ap-
preciate your comment on that. 

Second, with respect to the land sale proposal, I’m not opposed 
to land sales as a matter of principle, but it seems to me that if 
we’re going to sell off some 300,000 acres, including some 21,000 
acres in my State of Colorado, that we ought to be doing it as part 
of an overall coherent plan in terms of selling isolated parcels that 
are hard to manage. I know that’s part of the Forest Service plans, 
but it seems to me that simply selling off 300,000 acres to deal 
with a budgetary issue is not the way that we ought to be man-
aging our public lands through the Forest Service. 

I’d like you to comment on that, if you would, Secretary Rey, be-
cause that’s one that I’m going to be watching and I’m probably 
going to be fighting against, because I just don’t think it’s the right 
way to go, although I would be willing to work with you to come 
up with a longer-term plan on how we deal with these isolated par-
cels and then where we take the investments from those lands. 

Third, on fire, you know the State Fire Assistance Program 
seems to be proposed to be cut by 36 percent. Given the drought 
that we have in many places across the West, including the south-
ern part of my State, I’m just concerned about what that means in 
our assistance to the State fire agents. 

And then, finally, on recreation, I was looking at the numbers 
relative to what Colorado’s Region 2 receives in funding from the 
Forest Service, and we get about 60 cents per visit, as compared 
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to a $1.06 per visit for Region 1 in the northern Rockies. And I was 
wondering whether you might explain that discrepancy in terms of 
the funding for the different regions. I think that may be a ques-
tion for you, Chief Bosworth. 

And then the final question—and this is to you, Secretary Rey—
is simply about the Wolf Creek development, which has been a very 
controversial proposal in the southern part of Colorado. I would 
just like for you to give me and the committee an update on that 
to the extent that you can. I understand that it’s in legal process 
as well. Please? 

Mr. BOSWORTH. Okay, I would like to start with the question on 
bark beetles. We do have a significant bark beetle infestation in 
Colorado as well as other places in the West. It’s my understanding 
that our co-op dollars that would go to Colorado will be an increase 
over what it’s been. The 2007 would be an increase over 2006 be-
cause of the significance of the problem that we have there. We’re 
also working very closely in Colorado with a group called the 
Northern Colorado Bark Beetle Cooperative to try to identify ways 
we could strategically locate the kind of treatments that need to be 
done to reduce the fire hazard and to increase the opportunity to 
utilize some of the dead material that’s out there that would lower 
the cost of doing the treatments. 

Senator SALAZAR. Are you going to be impacted in your program, 
though, with essentially what is a 50 percent cut in the funding 
level from last year to deal with bark beetles? 

Mr. BOSWORTH. Across the country, Service-wide, that reduction 
will have an effect on our ability to pass dollars onto States, but 
it maintains the level for Federal lands. So, in terms of the na-
tional forest lands, we will continue at the same level of forest 
health dollars to do the work on bark beetles. So, for the Federal 
lands, it won’t be reduced. For State and private entities, the dol-
lars that we pass on to State foresters that are used on private 
lands, that’s being reduced. The reason for that is that we’re the 
only ones that can take care of the Federal lands. For the State 
and private lands, State and private landowners can also con-
tribute to the treatments of those lands. 

Senator SALAZAR. If you’d comment on it, I see my time is al-
ready up, but just go ahead and comment, if you will, very briefly 
on the remaining questions that I asked. 

Mr. REY. Sure. As far as the Secure Rural Schools proposal, we 
view this as a comprehensive proposal that will play out over 5 
years’ time, over the length of this re-authorization. In the course 
of that, if the committee chooses, we can renegotiate the list each 
year of those 5 years rolling forward to decide which tracts to sell. 
We think that this is justified as a one-time proposition to provide 
the necessary additional time for a transition for these school sys-
tems. We also think it’s justified because one of the reasons that 
some of these counties have been unable to diversify their economic 
base is the lack of a tax base, the lack of private land. Some of the 
lands that we would convey out of public ownership into private 
ownership will then be part of the county’s tax base. So, there is 
at least some symmetry between the problem and our proposed so-
lution. 
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With regard to fire preparedness, as I was telling Senator Binga-
man, in a tough budget year where difficult choices need to be 
made, we had to increase our own suppression dollars because of 
what we expect will be a difficult fire year. We did increase volun-
teer fire assistance. We thought those were two higher priorities 
than state fire assistance, although that’s something we’re happy 
to work with the committee and the Congress about. 

As to the Wolf Creek proposal, that issue is being decided at the 
regional office, and I believe they are within a couple weeks of a 
final decision. I emphasize that it’s a regional decision, notwith-
standing all the attraction that the issue has gotten, in part as a 
result of a business dispute that’s gone bad between two parties 
that are suing each other and are heavily lawyered-up to try to get 
every advantage possible for their client. 

Mr. BOSWORTH. I’ll try to answer the recreation question that 
you had. It’s always difficult, dependent upon how you want to 
compare the dollars, but if you compare it on a per-acre basis, that 
might be different than on a per-visitor basis. You can also com-
pare, based upon back-country recreation versus developed recre-
ation; we look at all those cost comparisons, but the point is that 
you’re comparing Region 1 to Region 2, the Northern Region to the 
Rocky Mountain Region. The Rocky Mountain Region gets about 40 
percent more dollars total in recreation than what the Northern 
Region gets. The layout of the land, the kind of visitors that come 
there, all that is taken into account. I’d be happy to have folks visit 
your staff and go over those figures more specifically and show you 
why we’re going about distributing the dollars the way that we are, 
if you’d like. 

Senator SALAZAR. Well, I thank you, Chief Bosworth and Under 
Secretary, for those responses. Let me just say two quick com-
ments, one on the bark beetle problem. It just seems to me that 
it’s such a huge issue for the entire West and the Southern part 
of our country that we need to do more, not less with it, and I’m 
afraid that a 50 percent cut in the national effort is going to exac-
erbate a problem which is so difficult to deal with already. 

And the second and final comment—back on the land sales pro-
posal, Secretary Rey—I think it would be one thing to have worked 
on this over a period of time with this committee and the Congress 
to get to the conclusion that we were going to dispose of 300,000 
acres, as opposed to making it a part of the budgetary process, be-
cause I understand the management prerogative of selling isolated 
parcels of land, but I have concerns about the way that this all 
came about, and we’ll see how we move forward with it in this Con-
gress. Thank you very much. 

Mr. REY. What we’re trying to do is to be as transparent as pos-
sible in this proposal, and you have to start a proposal someplace. 
This was as good a place as any to start it, but this is something 
that we could continue to adjust and modify each year of the 5-
years of the re-authorization of the Secure Rural Schools legisla-
tion, if that’s what the committee chose to do. That’s not something 
we would object to. 

Senator MURKOWSKI [presiding]. Thank you. Senator Cantwell 
has asked that her opening statement be included in the record, 
which it shall. 
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[The prepared statement of Senator Cantwell follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF HON. MARIA CANTWELL, U.S. SENATOR FROM WASHINGTON 

Thank you, Chairman Domenici. 
As you know, the vital County Payments program continues a nearly one hundred 

year old policy of providing fair and equitable compensation to the citizens of forest 
counties for their coexistence with federal lands. Simply put, without the support 
provided by the Secure Rural Schools and Self Determination Act, many rural com-
munities in Washington would struggle to meet their basic needs such as adequate 
roads and good schools. It is imperative to forest-dependent rural communities in 
over 40 states and more than 700 counties nationwide that this law continues to 
be fully funded. 

Senate Bill 267 which reauthorizes the Secure Rural Schools and Self Determina-
tion Act has strong bipartisan support on this Committee. I’d like to publicly thank 
Senators Craig and Wyden for their leadership and am proud to be a cosponsor of 
this legislation. 

However, I fear that so much of this progress and essential support will be put 
at risk as a consequence of the Bush Administration’s latest misguided proposal. 
The administration’s plan outlined in the fiscal year 2007 budget proposal would 
sell off around 300,000 acres of public land, but would only partially fund the Coun-
ty Payments program at $800 million. This funding level only provides half of the 
necessary funding for the program and only provides funding for the next 5 years. 
In short, this proposal is under funded, shortsighted, and is a non-starter for this 
Senator. 

I am very concerned about the precedent of selling off public lands in order to 
cover short-term budget deficits. Federal forest lands represent an irreplaceable 
public treasure: cherished by hunters and fishermen, used for recreation, study, and 
education. In addition to these multiple purposes, these forest lands provide essen-
tial habitat for fish and wildlife. 

Since the Administration’s proposal was developed in DC with little or no input 
from the Forest Service’s Pacific Northwest field office, we are anxious to see maps 
of exactly what lands are on the chopping block in Washington State. We do know 
that the President’s proposal calls for the sale of 1,300 acres on the Mt. Baker 
Snoqualmie National Forest, 2,700 acres on the Wenatchee National Forest, 1,900 
acres on the Colville National Forest, and 640 acres on the Washington side of the 
Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area. 

These lands represent an important legacy, which we have chosen as nation to 
protect for future generations. The proposal in this budget seems to undervalue this 
legacy by proposing to sell off our children’s inheritance to pay down the debt. Such 
fiscal sleight-of-hand won’t fool anyone. 

To be sure, the County Payments program has proven effective, responsive, and 
essential to so many counties across the nation. We must support and sustain it 
with real funding in an adequate, responsible manner. Without this vital safety net, 
rural counties in Washington State will lose more than $40 million dollars in irre-
placeable funding for a variety of critical programs. 

Skamania County in Southwest Washington is a good example. Almost 80 percent 
of Skamania is in the Gifford Pinchot National Forest, making it non-taxable by the 
county. Other large portions of land are owned by the state or timber companies, 
leaving only two percent of the county eligible to be taxed at full valuation. How-
ever, by leveraging funds from the County Payments program, places like Skamania 
County are able to still provide critical public services like education, emergency re-
sponse, and road maintenance. 

In addition, title two of this law has increased local community involvement and 
empowered local citizens through Resource Advisory Committees. These committees 
have helped cultivate a sense of ownership, promoting involvement in important 
projects such as improving wildlife habitat and water quality while reducing the 
threat of forest fires through fuels reduction efforts. 

Ultimately, I believe this is a time to examine our priorities. Do we want to sus-
tain a proven and balanced initiative that has succeeded for years in serving, sup-
porting, and valuing the citizens of forest counties in their coexistence with federal 
lands? Or will Congress follow the Administration’s flawed proposal by placing a 
price tag on our precious public lands? 

I believe the answer is clear and I look forward to working with my Committee 
colleagues on this issue. 

Thank you.

Senator MURKOWSKI. Senator Wyden. 
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Senator WYDEN. Thank you, Madam Chair. 
Chief, when Senator Craig and I wrote this law 6 years ago, we 

thought it was going to work, but we had no idea how successful 
it would be. And in effect, as a result of bipartisan cooperation, lit-
erally all over the country, people who basically were battling each 
other are now collaborating. What we have done is converted all 
that confrontation into real collaboration on the ground with these 
resource advisory councils. And it just seems to me what you all 
are proposing is going to upend it. Let me be specific. By any cal-
culus, about 50 percent of the money is going to be gone, and that’s 
counting everything, the sales and possible money from timber re-
ceipts and a variety of other things. Under the public lands sales 
arrangement, my sense is, in the West, this would be a lawyers’ 
full-employment program. There would be lawsuits virtually all 
through the West with people fighting about these sales. I have 
gotten the sense from local officials—I was with a big group in 
Medford the other day. I was essentially the only Democrat in the 
room. They were all Republicans, all of them concerned about this, 
not because any of us are just against any possibility for land sales 
in areas as it relates to forestry, but because it puts the program 
back into the ideological briar patch. 

That’s what Senator Craig and I wanted to avoid 6 years ago, 
and unfortunately, that’s where we’re headed again. And I’m just 
going to do everything I can to try to prevent that. I’m going to 
work with Senator Craig and Senator Domenici, and I know Sen-
ator Murkowski has got a great interest in this, because I just don’t 
think we can play Russian roulette with these local communities. 
I mean, they’re literally going to go over an economic cliff without 
these kinds of dollars, and I hope that you all will be receptive to 
working with us. 

What are your reactions? I recognize this is a seat-of-the-pants 
kind of assessment, but what are your reactions, Chief, to looking 
at biomass projects as an alternative way to fund some of this leg-
islation? 

It seems to me we do something that’s consistent with the Forest 
Health legislation, help the deal with this dead material on the for-
est floor. It’s a long-term winner for rural communities. It’s some-
thing where they can get into the electricity. For forestry, it’s like 
a second—it’s a second crop for the forest. 

Would you be open to looking at biomass projects? We’d certainly 
work with the chair and colleagues on both sides of the aisle. Pos-
sibly some of the money from the energy legislation could be used. 
Would you be open to looking at that? 

Mr. BOSWORTH. Well, let me first say that I have to agree with 
you that the Secure Rural Schools Act exceeded my expectation by 
a long shot in terms of the value of people working together 
through the resource advisory committees. Across the country, as 
you said, it’s been very very successful, and that’s why we’re so in-
terested in finding a way to re-authorize that legislation. We’ve 
looked for ways to do that, to offset the $800 million, and some-
thing that will score as a mandatory offset. If there are other and 
better ideas out there, I’d be willing to work anytime with someone 
to come up with other ways of accomplishing the re-authorization 
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of the Secure Rural Schools Act. I think we all would, because it 
is something that is very important. 

Senator WYDEN. And biomass, specifically your reaction? 
Mr. BOSWORTH. I think it’s an interesting idea if it scored out 

and if it would be an offset under these circumstances. The idea 
of utilizing and thinning forests is something that we’re after, as 
you know, throughout the West. All that does is help us get these 
forests into better condition, and that’s what we’re trying to do 
through our fuels treatment kind of projects. 

Mr. REY. The trick will be whether we can generate enough rev-
enue from a different kind of offset and also whether it scores as 
a mandatory offset rather than a discretionary offset. But I agree 
with the Chief, we’ll be happy to work with the committee to look 
at all options. 

Senator WYDEN. Chief, I——
Mr. BOSWORTH. We look at a lot of options. 
Senator WYDEN. I do want to tell you that our analysis of the law 

is that you all cannot sell public lands for this purpose without a 
congressional authorization, and I just want you to know that I’m 
going to do everything I can to try to prevent that, not because I 
am against any role for public land sales as it relates to forestry 
policy, but simply because I think it would take us back to the old 
days of confrontation, and we’ve managed to get beyond that, and 
I just don’t want to see us go back in that regard. I sit on the Sen-
ate Budget Committee. I assume we’ll have a debate there, but I 
think you’ll be amazed at the number of westerners, almost all of 
them Republicans, who share my view. It is not a cut against any 
role for land sales, it’s just they don’t want to see us create, once 
again, the kind of battles that we had about public lands policy be-
fore the legislation that Senator Craig and I authored. 

One last question, if I might, for both you and Secretary Rey, 
Chief. If we can find a bipartisan offset, something we all agree on, 
to fund the county payments legislation, I just want to make sure 
that you will be for full funding of the law. Because we’ve done the 
math, and our calculations are that 50 percent of the money is 
going to be gone, both if you take the land sales and any additional 
money for timber receipts. If we can get a bipartisan agreement for 
full funding of the law, would you be open to that, assuming that 
we have addressed the offset question? 

Mr. BOSWORTH. Well, for us, the question again would be if we 
can keep within budget targets and if we can use your proposal or 
your idea about finding ways to offset, then I’m very interested in 
looking at other ways. 

Senator WYDEN. So, I’m just going to operate, as we go into dis-
cussions with Senator Craig and Senator Murkowski and the oth-
ers who’ve had a great interest in this—because that was what Mr. 
Rey testified to before with respect to the re-authorization, is that 
if we get an offset that’s bipartisan, that we have all worked to-
gether on, we would have full funding of the program. I only bring 
that up by way of saying we’ve crunched the numbers, and under 
the best case, what we’re dealing with now, with land sales and 
timber receipts, we’re still getting a cut of 50 percent. And given 
how hard people are hit in the West, that’s not something that we 
can take home and justify. For the Oregon congressional delega-
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tion, this is, as far as I can tell, the top priority for this session, 
certainly my top priority as it relates to our State. 

I see that we’ve got multiple chairs here, Chair Murkowski and 
the chair of my subcommittee, where we produced the Secure Rural 
Schools legislation, so let me give my time back because I want to 
let my co-architect of all this have his time. 

Senator MURKOWSKI. Senator Craig. 
Senator CRAIG. Thank you very much, Madam Chairman. Let me 

ask unanimous consent that my full statement be a part of the 
record. 

Senator MURKOWSKI. Without objection. 
[The prepared statement of Senator Craig follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF HON. LARRY E. CRAIG, U.S. SENATOR FROM IDAHO 

The President’s budget reflects our nation’s clear priorities for this year: win the 
war on terror, reduce budget deficits by reining in spending, create jobs and grow 
the economy, and boost America’s energy independence. 

In short, this budget is ‘‘leaner and meaner.’’ And in the end, hopefully it provides 
for a more efficient government. 

The budget provides funding and support for the Secure Rural Schools and Com-
munity Self-Determination Act. This program, which gives stakeholders a real say 
in how nearby national forests are managed, is also helping our timber-dependent 
communities to transition to a broader economic base and prepare for the future. 
Its purpose is to spur the economic activity these communities will need to survive 
and flourish, and I’m very pleased President Bush included it in the budget. 

However, I do have significant preliminary concerns about the offsets proposed by 
the administration and look forward to receiving additional details. 

To quote the Idaho Statesman, which I rarely do, however I feel this quote sum-
marizes the feelings of many Idahoans, ‘‘We’re skeptical as well [of the administra-
tion’s proposal]. Not no-way, no-how opposed. 

But based on the sheer size of what the U.S. Forest Service calls a ‘‘limited’’ sale, 
we definitely need some convincing.’’

As a curious side note, based on the way many environmental groups are respond-
ing to the administration’s land sale proposal, I am left with the impression that 
they are content with the manner in which our public lands are managed and do 
not want to see any public lands sold. 

Overall, I am pleased with the distribution of funds to the various accounts. I feel 
we need to continue to focus on fire preparedness and suppression, however with 
a decrease in rehabilitation and restoration, I am curious as to the administrations 
proposal to continue to manage our public lands in a sustainable way after the fires 
come—and the fires will come.

Senator CRAIG. Chief, welcome before the committee. 
Mr. BOSWORTH. Thank you, I am glad to be here. 
Senator CRAIG. We get to see The Honorable Mark Rey up here 

a lot, but we feel very honored by your presence this morning. Two 
feet on the snow on the level in the Council Valley. 

Mr. BOSWORTH. They need that, the fuels——
Senator CRAIG. Three and a half feet in McCall, ten feet on the 

top of Brundage Mountain. How’s that? 
Mr. BOSWORTH. That is a good sign. 
Senator CRAIG. That is a good sign. I wish that were true across 

the West. But certainly, in your old stomping grounds and mine, 
we would like to announce that the drought has broken. My guess 
is we won’t do that, yet it’s now raining out there, that rain that’s 
on the Pacific Coast is making it into Idaho, and we’ll see if that 
snow stays on the mountain. If it doesn’t, we’ll have a liquid dis-
aster going on down the rivers. 

But anyway, thank you all for being here. Mark, thank you for 
being here. Budgets are tight, and budgets are tough, and we know 
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that. I’ve just come from giving speeches before two groups that are 
anxious to see how budgets go. And certainly, Senator Wyden and 
I and others have expressed our concern about how we deal with 
the Forest Service budget and how we deal with this very, very im-
portant initiative that we have been able to work with you in put-
ting together with our rural communities and certainly our Secure 
Rural Schools Act. 

First of all—let me say it very directly—thank you for putting it 
in the budget, and keeping it there. And we, like I hope you, view 
this as a priority. We ought not walk away from the successes that 
we have had with our acts in bringing what were once parties and 
stakeholders in dispute together in a way that has, I think, tre-
mendous opportunity for the future. We were able to bring deci-
sionmaking, in some instances, back to the local level and working 
cooperatively with your organization in what has to be recorded as 
a very successful process. I don’t know what the number is now, 
2,000-plus initiatives, large and small, not one of them yet chal-
lenged in the court. We’ve got a better record than you have. 

Mr. BOSWORTH. It’s working well. 
Mr. REY. Actually, some of them are now in court. 
Senator CRAIG. Oh, don’t say that, Mark. 
Mr. REY. Sorry. 
Senator CRAIG. But the point is, the collaborative process, with 

resource behind it to allow things to come together, even if it were 
small baby steps along the way, has been, without question, a suc-
cess. Certainly, speaking to the sustaining of our rural schools and 
our roads and bridge networks within these rural timber-dependent 
counties is the other side of that coin. I just came from Idaho, hav-
ing spent a week out there, and in many—I was in many of these 
communities, and obviously, they’re very concerned. Some of them 
are moving along. Some of them are now experiencing economic di-
versity and some growth, and they’ve worked hard at it. And I was, 
very early on, one of those that told them this was not a permanent 
entitlement, this was an opportunity for transition and we’d try to 
keep people whole during that time. And I think that we see that 
as we work toward re-authorizing it. 

I am one who has never believed that we ought to use surplus 
properties to supply the general fund. I’ve been involved too long 
in exchanges and moving properties around for the sake of man-
agement and efficiency in both private, State and Federal to sug-
gest that we just sell it all off. At the same time, I also recognize 
these are bits and pieces, the 40’s and 60’s that really don’t make 
a lot of sense. 

It is ironic that you are with us today, because when we bought 
the ranch that your wife grew up on, in the middle of some of that 
private property was 160 acres of Forest Service land, totally 
fenced around by the Dopp estate. And I remember I went in and 
looked at all of that property and decided that it really did need 
some logging, limited logging and thinning and cleaning. Not only 
would it improve the timber stands, it would improve the grazing. 
Well, we didn’t know where that 160’s boundaries were. We cer-
tainly didn’t want to touch it. It was Federal property. We spent 
a fortune finding those boundaries, and then I turned to the Forest 
Service and said, You know, you really ought to log this, it really 
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needs to be thinned and cleaned. And they said, Oh no, we’re not 
interested in it, we can’t touch it, won’t touch it, didn’t touch it. 
And so, we had this nice pasture, and 5 years later, it was growing 
and productive, and there were new trees, and then right in the 
middle of it was 160 acres that were dead and dying. And in part, 
that’s the story we ought to be looking at, but I saw it firsthand 
to know the reality of it. 

At the same time, are those properties that ought to be traded 
or exchanged other than sold? I know we’re looking for revenue, 
and we’re tight on revenue right now. And Senator Wyden has said 
it well, we’ll do our work to see what we can do to offset and do 
some of these things. Because, certainly, at the top of my priority 
list this year is keeping this program intact, getting it re-author-
ized and moving it down the road. 

Now, that’s a small bite of a much bigger apple that you’re all 
dealing with when it comes to our budgets and where we are with 
our initiatives and with healthy forests and those things that are, 
in the broader sense, tremendously important to the state of our 
national forests, but we’ll work very closely with you as we work 
through these things. We thank you for being here, and we’ve got 
some very real challenges out there. I don’t think this rain is hit-
ting Arizona. 

Mr. BOSWORTH. No. 
Mr. REY. If I could just briefly respond, there are two misappre-

hensions I’d like to address. The first is that we looked at land 
sales as the first alternative for funding the re-authorization of this 
legislation. That’s not the case. In fact, it was the last alternative 
because it was the only one that we could find that would score a 
mandatory offset to offset a mandatory expenditure so that it 
wasn’t subject to annual appropriations. The second misapprehen-
sion I’d like to deal with is that these land sales and this proposal 
by definition have to be controversial. The history of land sale pro-
posals before this committee and before this Congress over the last 
quarter century suggest that there are instances in the past when 
people have been able to work together to convey out of public own-
ership land that doesn’t really belong in Federal ownership to 
achieve some other purpose. We’re enjoying the fruits of that labor 
today as we invest the proceeds from land sales under the South-
ern Nevada Land Act and under the Educational Land Grant Act, 
under the legislation that the Congress approved last year for the 
Forest Service to sell excess administrative sites. We can make it 
controversial if we want, obviously, but we’ve acted at least three 
times in the last decade on similar proposals that proved 
uncontroversial because people were willing to come together and 
meet the three criteria that I laid out at the outset—precision, 
transparency and agreed-upon purpose. 

Senator CRAIG. Well, Mark, I don’t agree with any of those prin-
ciples. In fact, Senator Wyden and I have started discussions about 
how we deal with this, and Ron’s proposed maybe a very trans-
parent public process of picking and choosing, and I’m certainly 
willing to look at those kinds of things also. I think when you in-
volve the public in these kinds of issues, they look at the maps, 
they look at the acreages involved, and there is a new reality. 
There isn’t just the reaction of no, heck no. Because, in all fairness, 
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that’s how I tend to react to the concept. But we’ve also recognized 
property boundaries and patterns and what is and isn’t workable 
and should and shouldn’t be done, and I think that part of it is 
meeting the public test here, and that’s part, I think, of what 
you’ve just outlined, and that’s going to be critical, or this will not 
fly or any portion of it. Well, thank you very much, and we’ll look 
forward to working with you. 

Mr. BOSWORTH. Thank you. 
Senator MURKOWSKI. Thank you, Senator Craig. Obviously, at 

least amongst those of us that have participated in the committee 
hearing this morning, this is an area of keen interest and certainly 
high importance in many, many of our States. Just to get off of the 
Secure Rural Schools issue just for a moment, one of the questions 
that I have been asked by my constituents to bring up this morning 
relates to payment of invoices. I hear from my constituents—and 
I’ll give a specific example. We had a constituent from Craig who 
tells me that it takes 3 to 4 months to get an invoice through. And 
I understand that perhaps some of this may relate back to the situ-
ation with Hurricane Katrina and the effect on the system, but I’m 
told further that they really believe that it’s a procurement man-
agement system, that essentially, your computers and USDA’s com-
puters don’t work, don’t talk. Can you tell me what the problem is 
and what you’re doing to fix it so that the contractors don’t have 
to take out a loan to pay their bills? What’s going on? 

Mr. BOSWORTH. About a year ago, we started centralizing the 
budget and finance part of our organization. We moved all of our 
employees that work in that arena that were willing to go to Albu-
querque, New Mexico. We designed new systems to take care of 
payments, salaries, all the things we have to do in financial man-
agement. Most of those worked really well, but a couple of them 
we’ve had some problems with, one being payments. Then, of 
course, all of U.S. Department of Agriculture payments get paid 
out of our national finance center that’s located in New Orleans. 
When that was hit by Hurricane Katrina, we had something like 
500 or 515 employees there. While they had an alternative plan, 
we didn’t have a plan for losing all of our employees that were 
there, so it’s taken a considerable amount of time to get staff back 
up there. So, that’s how we got there. 

There are some problems in terms of integrating some of our sys-
tems. I have assigned one of our regional foresters to head up a 
strike team that’s gone down to Albuquerque to get on top of the 
backlog, and at the same time, look at design changes in the way 
that we’re processing payments so that we don’t have another back-
log. We want payments done in 30 days. I expect that backlog to 
be taken care of in the next 3 or 4 weeks. At the same time, we’ll 
be redesigning the processes to straighten that problem out. Again, 
I feel that most of the things have gone very well there, but with 
that massive of a change, this is one that was a glitch and that we 
are getting it fixed. I think it’ll be taken care of, and I’m very con-
cerned about the people that are out there that aren’t getting paid 
for 3 or 4 months——

Senator MURKOWSKI. Right. 
Mr. BOSWORTH [continuing]. Some of them small businesses that 

are on a shoestring. We’ve tried to find a way to work around our 
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processes for people who are, in some cases, going to be foreclosed 
on by the bank, to make sure that we can just write a check and 
get it to them. We don’t want people to be put in that situation. 

Senator MURKOWSKI. So, if I’ve got folks that are coming to me 
still complaining that they haven’t gotten paid, what do I tell 
them? 

Mr. BOSWORTH. Tell them they should be getting paid very quick-
ly. If they’re not, then there’s a phone number that we can get to 
you that you can pass onto them at our service center that is spe-
cific to payments. 

Senator MURKOWSKI. Is it a 1-800, or is it direct to you? 
Mr. BOSWORTH. No, well, it’s not direct to me, but I can also give 

you my phone number, because if somebody has a big problem, I 
want them—I don’t want somebody going bankrupt because we’re 
not getting our payments to them on time. 

[Note: The phone number for the Albuquerque Service Center is 
1-877-372-7248.] 

Senator MURKOWSKI. I appreciate that. Chief, I’ve got one last 
question for you. One of the issues that you hear coming out of 
Alaska certainly is the delays caused by litigation and appeals that 
are associated with the timber program. And what we hear from 
some of our folks is that the morale within the agency is dampened 
or somewhat diminished because of just what you have to deal 
with, in terms of the litigation and appeal. And it’s been suggested 
that because of this, there are people within the agency that would 
prefer to focus on the recreation, the preservation, the restoration 
aspect of the Forest Service mission, certainly the path of least re-
sistance. 

I guess I’d like to know from you whether or not you feel that 
this is the case, whether there is a morale issue that affects the 
direction of the Forest Service, and the commitment to maintain 
and enhance the timber program in the national forests, does that 
remain in place? 

Mr. BOSWORTH. Well, first, people hired on to work for the Forest 
Service are hired on to do work out on the ground, and most of 
them didn’t hire on to write legal briefs and to try to build good 
administrative files for appeals. 

So, when people can’t do the work that they are hired on to do, 
whether it’s to enhance wildlife habitat, to clean up streams, to 
treat fuels, or to sell timber, then they get frustrated. I think the 
morale has gone up and down over the past 15 years or so. My be-
lief is that the morale was improving as we were getting some of 
these new tools that we were able to use for things like fuels treat-
ment and the Healthy Forests Restoration Act. It still remains very 
problematic in places where we harvest timber and sell timber for 
the purpose of harvesting timber, not to do restoration kinds of 
work. So, many of these tools that we’ve received to do fuels treat-
ment work can’t be applied in those kind of places. 

I think our folks do an amazing job out there, though, in places 
like Alaska, working through the bureaucratic legal maneuvering 
that takes place all the time in trying to get work done on the 
ground. I think that on the Tongass National Forest, they made 
some remarkable accomplishments in the last 6 months just trying 
to get a program that will work. The bottom line is that it does get 
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very frustrating for them, and we want to continue to try to de-
velop processes and make the kinds of changes and adjustments 
that will allow them to get the job done with less finagling and less 
administrative paperwork. 

Senator MURKOWSKI. And maintaining that commitment to allow 
for a timber harvest, not just, as I say, going what could be consid-
ered the easier route of the preservation——

Mr. BOSWORTH. All of those are parts that we are committed to, 
whether it’s selling timber for the purpose of selling timber in those 
places, or whether it’s managing for wilderness where we have wil-
derness areas. We are a multiple-use organization. We need to be 
committed to all parts of that, and I believe our people are. 

Senator MURKOWSKI. Good, I appreciate that. 
Mr. REY. For the record, we get sued over recreation projects too, 

so it’s not necessarily that much easier sometimes. 
Senator MURKOWSKI. I suppose that’s true. Gentlemen, I thank 

you for your testimony. I appreciate you being here before the com-
mittee this morning. I understand that the chairman has directed 
that the committee will receive testimony for an additional 10 days, 
so if there’s anything that anyone would want to include in the 
record. With that, I appreciate your time and look forward to work-
ing with you on these very important projects. With that, we stand 
adjourned. 

Mr. BOSWORTH. Thank you. 
[Whereupon at 11:35 a.m., the hearing was adjourned]
[The following editorial was received for the record:] 

BUSH FOREST SALE PROPOSAL RUNS INTO BUZZ SAW 

By Sean Paige 

The Gazette (Colorado Springs, Colo.) 

Buried in President Bush’s multi-volume budget is a proposal—defensible once ex-
plained—that has generated more controversy than almost anything else in the doc-
ument. The White House is proposing to auction off up to 300,000 acres of isolated, 
hard-to-manage National Forest land parcels to offset $800 million the taxpayers 
are obligated to spend on a Secure Rural Schools program created in 2000. 

But this rare stab at fiscal responsibility is too quickly headed for the wood-chip-
per, chewed up and spit out by knee-jerk critics before most Americans have a 
chance to think the matter through. 

The proposal is a compound controversy, involving not just a sell-off of federal 
land—something sure to stir passions—but the phase-out of a federal program that 
directed more than $400 million to rural counties last year. 

The Rural Schools program, created by Congress to provide financial assistance 
to counties (predominantly in the West) with a large portion of federal land, is up 
for renewal, and politicians whose constituencies count on the largesse are loath to 
see it go away. These payments once came from timber and mining revenues. But 
with those revenues down sharply—what with the welcome mat rolled up for these 
industries on public lands—a larger and larger portion of these funds have to come 
directly from the Treasury. That adds to the budget crunch. 

The White House wants to use $800 million raised through land sales to fund a 
phase-out of Treasury raid, asking counties to once again live on timber receipt rev-
enue. It’s the fiscally responsible thing to do. But it’s led to accusations that Bush 
is trying to auction off America’s ‘‘natural heritage’’ and cut off rural school kids—
a double whammy. 

Much of the outrage is based on romantic but false ideas about the national forest 
system. The first idea is that every acre of this land is a ‘‘national treasure’’ we 
should never, ever part with. In fact, much of what’s in the agency’s sprawling port-
folio has marginal aesthetic or ecological value, and might be put to better uses. The 
idea that the this proposal amounts to auctioning off the ‘‘crown jewels’’ is ridicu-
lous. 
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According to Randy Karstaedt, the Forest Service employee charged with com-
piling the list of parcels in the Rocky Mountain region, two criteria were used to 
select the parcels. Most are small and isolated, sometimes lying beyond forest 
boundaries. Or they are lands that are difficult or expensive to manage, but don’t 
add much to the forest as a whole. These types of parcels are sometimes used by 
the agency in land exchanges with private parties, which occur more frequently 
than the general public might realize. 

Maps of the parcels will be available in several weeks as part of the public scoping 
process. Some will undoubtedly be removed from the list as more about them is 
known. 

A second misconception is that the national forest system is, or should remain, 
an unchanging monolith chiseled in granite, when it’s more akin to an organism 
that evolves and changes over time. The service today manages 193 million acres—
a portfolio that has grown considerably in recent decades. An estimated 2 million 
acres was added in the last decade—690,000 acres since the year 2000. Thus, the 
300,000 acres that might be sold represent .15 percent of agency holdings. That’s 
less acreage than was added to the system in the year 2000. 

The agency’s goal isn’t selling acreage, but generating revenues to pay for the 
schools program, so if less acreage is needed to meet the $800 million goal, only that 
amount will be sold—a point missing from much of the commentary and coverage. 

The federal government controls—and often mismanages—at least a third of the 
land mass in the United States (more if one counts military bases, Department of 
Energy holdings and Indian trust lands). In Western states, that percentage is sig-
nificantly greater. State and municipal governments also own big chunks. And those 
holdings are growing, given the fad for open space acquisitions among state and 
local governments. 

Uncle Sam’s status as the world’s most powerful—and most incompetent—land-
lord would not be jeopardized, in other words, even if whole forests were on the auc-
tion block. Any suggestion that the federal government will become land poor, or 
that we’re auctioning off our posterity with this proposal, is preposterous. 

Perhaps we should be looking for more opportunities to transfer a portion of the 
government’s vast and poorly managed holdings into the private sector and onto the 
tax rolls. Think of the economic good that could do Western counties whose futures 
and fortunes are too closely tied to the vagaries of federal land policies. 

This idea has merit. But it’s almost certain to die a premature death, smothered 
under a blanket of rash and partisan rhetoric.
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APPENDIX 

RESPONSES TO ADDITIONAL QUESTIONS 

RESPONSES OF MIKE JOHANNS, SECRETARY, DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE,
TO QUESTIONS FROM SENATOR DOMENICI 

Question 1. I am concerned about ear-marking $70 million in forest products, 
vegetation management, and hazardous fuel reduction to the Westside of Oregon 
and Washington. 

Do you feel that the other Regions don’t have as significant forest health issues? 
Just what is behind this shift in funding? 

Answer. The Administration is committed to fully funding the Northwest Forest 
Plan. This commitment represents a shift in funding to northern California and 
western Oregon and Washington. We expect that there will be no net reduction in 
funding to any region with the combination of Forest Products and Hazardous 
Fuels, which is necessary for continued progress in the agency’s critical vegetation 
management work. Forest health is a priority for the Administration and the Forest 
Service is committed to addressing the issue across the Nation. With full funding 
for the Northwest Forest Plan, the agency can offer 800 MMBF of timber volume, 
improve over 3,900 acres of terrestrial wildlife habitat and 120 miles of fisheries 
habitat; treat hazardous fuels in the wildland urban interface and municipal water-
sheds, and address reforestation needs of recent large wildfires. 

The Forest Service determines within each region where the Forest Products 
funding should be allocated to best support forest management programs, while 
using Hazardous Fuels funding to address the highest priority fuel reduction needs. 

Question 2. I see that you have reduced the funding for Valles Caldera to less 
than 20% of what it was last year. I thought I had your assurance, in last years 
hearing, that the Administration would more fully support this funding. 

Why the increase in Forest Legacy funding, while decreasing funding for Yalles 
Caldera? 

Answer. The FY 2007 President’s Budget for the Forest Legacy Program (FLP) 
is $61,515,000, which is $4,979,000 above the FY 2006 enacted. The number of 
States participating in the FLP continues to increase, with six new States in FY 
2006 and an anticipated three more in FY 2007. In addition, for the FY 2007 na-
tional selection process, the Forest Service received 91 project proposals totaling 
more than $204 million. The FLP will assist in the protection of important forest 
resources as real estate prices swell and development pressures on private forests 
increase. 

The FY 2007 President’s Budget reflects the President’s commitment to providing 
the critical resources needed for our Nation’s highest priorities: fighting the War on 
Terror, strengthening our homeland defenses, and sustaining the momentum of our 
economic recover. This has required some difficult decisions to be made. In this con-
text, the FY2007 request for Valles Caldera is $990,000, which is consistent with 
previous years’ budget requests. The Forest Service supports the Valles Caldera Na-
tional Preserve, and is aware that the Preserve is working towards financial inde-
pendence as required in the Act that established the Preserve. In FY 2005, the Pre-
serve collected over $650,000 in revenues from such sources such as recreational 
fees, use fees, occupancy fees, and donations from public and private sources. These 
collected revenues supplement the appropriated funds and are immediately avail-
able for the administration, preservation, restoration, operation and maintenance, 
improvement, and related expenses of the Preserve. The Forest Service also provides 
approximately $40,000 worth of fire services to the Preserve annually. 

Additionally, in FY 2006 the Forest Service is requesting approval from the Ap-
propriations Committees to reprogram $3 million to Valles Caldera to acquire out-
standing mineral interests pursuant to the Valles Caldera Preservation Act of 2005. 
Negotiations have been unsuccessful and it has become necessary for the agency to 
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file a condemnation action. The $3 million will be used to cover just compensation 
for the taking and litigation costs upon condemnation. 

Question 3. Last year in the Interior Appropriations Conference Report we asked 
for a report on the percentage of fuels reduction contract that provide small diame-
ter materials to small (less than 25 employee) companies, large commercial saw-
mills, or biomass facilities. 

What is the status of that report and when will you deliver it to our Committee? 
Answer. The Forest Service currently tracks biomass in acres treated with bio-

mass utilized (hazardous fuel reduction), green tons offered for bioenergy, and vol-
umes offered for biobased products (forest products activities). At this stage, the 
agency does not track information relative to recipient of material (small company, 
sawmill, etc.) or the final use for the material (energy, furniture, construction mate-
rial). The new Forest Activity Tracking System (FACTS) will allow the agency to 
track more detailed information on biomass utilization. FACTS will be operational 
for all hazardous fuel and restoration activities for fiscal year 2007. Status reports 
will be available periodically at that point, with a formal report provided at year-
end. 

Question 4. What system has the agency put in place to track this information? 
Answer. Starting in fiscal year 2007, the agency will use the new Forest Activity 

Tracking System (FACTS) to track biomass utilization information in greater detail 
than currently available. FACTS will be operational for all hazardous fuels and res-
toration activities for fiscal year 2007. Status reports will be available periodically 
at that point, with a formal report provided at year end. 

Question 5. Last year in the Interior Appropriations Conference Report we asked 
for a report on the percentage of fuels reduction contract that provide small diame-
ter materials to small (less than 25 employee) companies, large commercial saw-
mills, or biomass facilities. 

Finally, what are your plans to share this with the public? 
Answer. The Forest Service Woody Biomass Utilization Team is very active with 

the agency’s Partnerships office to promote biomass utilization by the public. A key 
element in that effort will be to share biomass information as widely as possible to 
assist communities, small businesses, and large commercial operations. The Forest 
Service is also a key member of a collaborative pilot project with industry, environ-
mental NGOs, and other Federal agencies to provide a consistent and reliable sup-
ply of small diameter material from Federal lands. 

Question 6. I see that you have requested nearly $2 million to rebuild a District 
Office on the Lincoln National Forest. 

Can you tell me why this should be a higher priority than, funding the Valles 
Caldera Trust, or working with the Mescalero-Apaches to develop an Indian Stew-
ardship project? 

Answer. The Sacramento Ranger District on the Lincoln National Forest was con-
solidated from three separate ranger districts into one district in 1992. This project 
will consolidate on one site the functions, employees, and facilities presently scat-
tered over several locations. The project will address numerous safety and accessi-
bility issues and will decrease the deferred maintenance backlog on the district by 
approximately $1.4 million. In addition, the project will benefit the community by 
centralizing district programs in a single location, providing ‘‘one stop’’ shopping for 
the public. The sale of the existing sites will benefit the community by providing 
the opportunity for additional commercial properties in the downtown area. 

Question 7. I am also told that when we directed that forest to produce a 15,000 
acre Indian steward contract that the forest decided that it would forgo its green 
timber sale program, after this first year, to produce the Indian Stewardship project. 
I am unaware that our language included any waiver of the Lincoln National For-
est’s responsibility to produce both a green timber sale program and the 15,000 acre 
Indian Stewardship contract. 

I am also told that the agency not too many years ago developed a feasibility anal-
ysis that indicated that the Lincoln National Forest could produce 10 million board 
feet of green timber sales if properly funded. 

I want your assurances that sufficient finds will be allocated to the Lincoln Na-
tional Forest to offer 10 million board feet of green timber sales per year and the 
15,000 acre Indian forest stewardship project. Also please tell us how much funding 
in the various accounts will need to be allocated to the Lincoln National Forest to 
accomplish this work in FY 2007 and beyond? 

Answer. The President’s FY 2007 budget provides for hazardous fuels treatments 
and timber sales that will allow the Lincoln National Forest to maintain a program 
of about 6.5 MMBF from 9″+ trees, plus an additional 60,000 green tons (approxi-
mately 9 MMBF) of 5-9″ trees. The acreage treated would be about 13,000 acres an-
nually. This could be prioritized to the tribal stewardship contract; however, doing 
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so would reduce treatments on the remainder of the Lincoln National Forest, includ-
ing some critical wildland urban interface areas surrounding Ruidoso, New Mexico. 

Additional funding in 2007 would not lead to immediate increases in treatments 
due to organizational limitations, pre-treatment data collection, and environmental 
analysis work that are required before project implementation. 

Question 8. I have been pouring over your proposed allocations for funding for the 
Regions and, quite rankly, I am confused. I see that in Region Five (which contains 
only 10.47% of the net lands within the National Forest System) you have proposed 
to allocate 16.23% of all funds being allocated out to the regions to Region 5. I see 
they would get 31% of the fire preparedness funding; 24% of the fire suppression 
funds; and 19% of the fire rehabilitation and restoration dollars. 

I see that your proposing to send 13.5% of the wildlife and fisheries funding; 19% 
of the forest products funding; 16% of the roads funding; 21% of the infrastructure 
improvement funds; 41% of the brush disposal funding; 27% of the timber sale sal-
vage funding; and 16% of the other trust funding to Region Six, a region that only 
contains 12.87% of the lands in that National Forest System. 

As I look through your proposed allocations, I have to believe that the inter-
mountain and eastern regions are getting short-changed to support Region’s Five 
and Six which no longer produce the program outputs that they once did. 

Can you explain you allocation criteria for each of the line items within that Na-
tional Forest System and Wildland Fire accounts to help us better understand the 
disparity in funding from region to region? 

Answer. Hazardous Fuels Reduction (WFHF): The agency is developing a new al-
location system for WFHF for implementation in FY 2007. It will include a decision 
support model to define those FS Regions with a large fire problem that can be ad-
dressed through hazardous fuel reduction activities. The final criteria may include: 
fire hazard, ignition risk, consequences or values at risk, ecological restoration op-
portunity, efficiency, and appropriateness and feasibility of treatments. 

A team is in place to evaluate these criteria and identify nationally consistent or 
comparable data sets that support each of these elements. All of this data will ulti-
mately be presented as geospatially referenced information. Upon completion of the 
decision support tool, the agency will develop a methodology to apply this geospatial 
information to the allocation. The agency will continue to seek the input and assist-
ance of Congress in the evaluation of the proposed process. 

Preparedness: Regional Preparedness funding is based on fire planning analyses 
completed in the early 2000’s under the Agency’s fire planning and budget process, 
the National Fire Management Analysis System (NFMAS), and current Congres-
sional direction to maintain staffing and production capability levels comparable to 
previous years. 

Suppression: Suppression funds are not currently allocated to Regions, informa-
tion displayed in the President’s Budget is associated with Indirect Costs assigned 
to the Suppression account based on current direction and policy. These costs are 
based on the number of full time equivalent (FTE) employees working in activities 
funded through the Suppression account. 

The Administration remains committed to improving budget and performance in-
tegration. The Administration will formulate and execute budgets that place an in-
creased focus on results based on improvements in Forest Service accountability, ef-
fectiveness, and efficiency to improve the management and performance of its pro-
grams. This will mean a greater focus on investments in programs that can achieve 
demonstratably greater results for the same or lower cost, rather than historical 
funding allocations. These factors, coupled with budgetary constraints, are likely to 
lead to variances year-to-year in regional allocations. 

RESPONSES OF MIKE JOHANNS TO QUESTIONS FROM SENATOR THOMAS 

Question 1. The budget includes $66 million to fully fund implementation of the 
Northwest Forest Plan. I applaud your emphasis on forest plan implementation. 
However, I am concerned that the President’s budget proposes to fund the North-
west Forest Plan at the expense of other programs—particularly the National For-
ests in Wyoming. 

a. As you know, the several national forests in Wyoming have just completed their 
forest plan revisions, and those plans are not being fully implemented. In addition, 
we have severe insect epidemics on several Forests in Wyoming. 

b. How do you justify proposing dramatically increasing funding to the Northwest, 
while at the same time cutting funding to implement Forest Plans in Wyoming and 
around the rest of the country? 

Answer. President Bush has made a commitment to fully implement the North-
west Forest Plan and achieve the increased level of timber harvest promised under 
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that plan. The Forest Service budget meets that commitment. At the same time, the 
President’s FY 2007 Budget provides for no net reduction in funding to any region 
within the combination of Forest Products and Hazardous Fuels, which is necessary 
for continued progress in addressing the agency’s critical forest health work. 

Question 2a. One of your legislative proposals is to sell 300,000 acres of Forest 
land to fund $800 million of Forest county payments under the Secure Rural Schools 
and Community Self Determination Act for 5 years. 

How much public involvement would there be in this process? 
Answer. Prior to conveyance, a notice of the proposal to convey each parcel will 

be published in a newspaper of general circulation. In addition, most properties 
would be offered competitively and would be widely advertised and marketed to the 
public. The proposal also requires that land authorized for disposal under the Act 
first be authorized to eligible entities before offering the land to the general public. 
An eligible entity is defined as a State or local government, and Indian tribe, or a 
non-profit organization. 

Question 2b. How much of the land proposed for sale has been identified for dis-
posal in the Forest Plans? 

Answer. Most forest plans do not specifically identify tracts for disposal, but in-
stead identify criteria that should be used in prioritizing and determining the appro-
priateness of disposal. It is not known how many of the tracts on the potentially 
eligible lands list may have been previously identified for past exchange proposals. 

Question 2c. What is the rationale behind ending the County Payments after 5 
years? 

Answer. The original Secure Rural Schools (SRS) legislation was designed to be 
a transitional measure to allow States and counties to readjust their priorities and 
programs so that they are no longer dependent on a higher level of funding from 
national forest receipts. Currently there are counties at different stages of making 
this transition. Consistent with this situation and need, the Administration is pro-
posing to provide a funding source for the next 5 years to enable a temporary exten-
sion for States and counties to make the transition so that the program can termi-
nate as originally designed. Under the legislative proposal, States will continue to 
receive their share of 25 percent fund payments under the 1908 Act after the 5-year 
extension period is over. 

Question 3. Your proposal also included over $26 million for land acquisition. How 
many acres of land do you propose to purchase? Why purchase additional land when 
we have trouble managing the land already owned by the federal government? 

Answer. The President’s Budget proposes $16.8 million for the acquisition of spe-
cific tracts of lands, approximately 10,100 acres in total. The additional $8.3 million 
will be used for acquisition management costs, such as appraisal, survey, and title 
work, as well as some cash equalization for land exchanges. Tracts identified for ac-
quisition have strong local support, political support, offer significant opportunities 
for high value recreation, aid in protection of threatened and endangered species 
habitat, and may protect cultural resources. Lands targeted for acquisition will en-
hance current National Forest System ownership and management. 

Question 4. Do you have adequate funding to support recovery and delisting of en-
dangered species that live in National Forests—particularly grizzly bears, wolves, 
and Canadian lynx? 

Answer. The U.S. Forest Service is an active participant in the recovery effort of 
several federally listed threatened and endangered species that live in or near na-
tional forests and grasslands. Recovery efforts include restoration of suitable habi-
tat, support of resident populations, and reintroduction of species. Grizzly bears, 
wolves and lynx are only three species for which measures have been taken by the 
agency to aid federally listed species. The FY 2007 President’s budget for wildlife 
and fisheries habitat management is sufficient to aid in species recovery and habitat 
management. 

The Grizzly Bear Conservation Strategy includes the following elements: (1) Popu-
lation Standards and Monitoring, (2) Habitat Standards and Monitoring, (3) Man-
agement and Monitoring of Grizzly Bear/Human Conflicts, (4) Information and Edu-
cation, (5) Implementation and Evaluation, and (6) Biology and Monitoring Review. 
The Conservation Strategy is the product of several years of collaboration between 
the six National Forests, two National Parks, Fish and Wildlife Service, Bureau of 
Land Management, Tribal governments, County Governments, and the States of 
Wyoming, Idaho, and Montana and was signed by all parties in 2003. Forest Plan 
Amendments are proposed as regulatory mechanisms to support delisting of the Yel-
lowstone grizzly bear population as a threatened species under the Endangered Spe-
cies Act. 

The agency is participating in the Gray Wolf Recovery, in Minnesota, Yellowstone, 
and throughout the wolfs range. 
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Canada lynx recovery activities are ongoing, and several national forests are in 
the process of identifying and adopting lynx conservation measures, as Forest Plan 
amendments, under the National Forest Management Act. Two Draft Environ-
mental Impact Statements were released to the public for review and comment, and 
Final Environmental Impact Statement’s are being prepared. The Conservation 
Agreement is an interim measure meant to reduce or eliminate adverse effects of 
proposed projects to lynx and occupied habitat until long-term conservation meas-
ures are in place. 

Question 5. My understanding is that the Forest Service can appropriately use 
multiple funds for projects that have multiple objectives, for instance, hazardous 
fuels funding and timber sales funding for a project to harvest timber in order to 
achieve objectives for reduction of fire risk. I’m concerned that many timber sale 
projects are designed to achieve multiple objectives, but are funded primarily or 
solely with timber sales funding. Do you believe the FS is multi-funding projects to 
the degree possible? 

Answer. Yes, the Forest Service is doing this to the maximum extent possible. It 
should be noted that the funding mix for any project is based upon the purposes 
of the proposed action rather than upon the benefits to be derived from the project. 
In some cases, the purpose and need for the project may be to reduce hazardous 
fuels and the project will be accomplished through use of a commercial timber sale. 
In that case, Hazardous Fuels funds would finance the environmental analysis work 
and Forest Products funds would finance the timber sale. This is in keeping with 
the agency’s Primary Purpose policies and the use of the funds as described in the 
agency’s budget justification. 

Question 6. The Healthy Forest Restoration Act contains a pre-decisional objection 
process and a streamlined judicial review process, both of which are designed to in-
crease efficiency of decision-making and project implementation. How well are those 
processes working? Do you have a monitoring plan to demonstrate how well they 
are, or are not, working? 

Answer. The Forest Service is beginning to monitor planning and implementation 
of Healthy Forests Restoration Act projects along with all other projects through its 
new Planning, Appeals, and Litigation System (PALS) database. Fiscal year (FY) 
2005 was the first full year of implementation for the planning portion of this track-
ing system. As data for FY 2005 are still being reviewed, no statistical conclusions 
concerning efficiency may yet be made. The appeals and litigation portions of this 
tracking system are still being developed. 

Question 7. Have you compared the average cost of NEPA compliance using 
Healthy Forest Restoration Act authorities to the same costs on non-Healthy Forest 
projects, and so, how do those costs compare? 

Answer. Dollar cost comparisons have not been made between Healthy Forests 
Restoration Act projects and hazardous fuels reduction projects planned under other 
authorities. However, the Forest Service is beginning to track the time involved 
from scoping to decision for projects of these types through its new Planning, Ap-
peals, and Litigation System (PALS). As this tracking system is perfected, time com-
parisons between Healthy Forests Restoration Act projects and hazardous fuels re-
duction projects planned under other authorities will be possible. 

RESPONSES OF MIKE JOHANNS TO QUESTIONS FROM SENATOR MARTINEZ 

Question 1. The Forest Service FY 2007 Budget proposes the sale of 973 from the 
Ocala National Forest in Florida. According to your testimony regarding the sale of 
National Forest land, ‘‘Many of these lands are isolated from other contiguous Na-
tional Forest System lands, and because of their location, size or configuration are 
not efficient to manage as a component of the National Forest system. ‘‘

How would you characterize the lands being sold in Florida? 
Answer. Of the 14 tracts on the Ocala National Forest that make up the 973-acre 

total, approximately 50 percent is considered wetland or ‘‘swampy’’. These tracts are 
situated near the Ocklawaha River, and are influenced by the associated perennial 
streams and floodplain. Mixed vegetation exists on the tracts, with little timber 
value estimated for the bulk of the acreage. Several tracts are surrounded by State-
owned land managed by the Office of Greenways Trails. The State manages acreage 
in this area previously acquired for purposes of the defunct Cross Florida Barge 
Canal. 

Question 2. According to concerned constituents in my state, the Ocala National 
Forest absorbs and filters more pure drinking water than any other place in Central 
Florida. What sort of steps did the Administration go through to determine that 
these lands in the Ocala National Forest were not important enough to be pro-
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tected? What sort of mitigation is being done for the impacts on drinking water for 
central Florida? 

Answer. The Forest Service has long recognized the importance of the springs 
that provide drinking water originating in the Ocala National Forest. Recharge 
areas have always been managed and protected to insure high quality water, and 
these standards are clearly defined in the land management plan. There is only one 
water quality issue that has arisen recently and that involves elevated fecal coliform 
bacteria levels near Juniper Springs. Suspecting that nearby public toilets could be 
causing this problem, the forest took immediate action to replace them. Ground-
water monitoring will be conducted to insure that no leaks exist. There are septic 
systems on private lands located within the forest boundary. The agency does not 
have regulatory control over their permitting or maintenance, nor does the Forest 
Service seek such authority. If elevated coliform bacteria levels persist, it may be 
due to poorly functioning private septic systems. 

Question 3. Florida is a fast-growing state. In the next census it is expected that 
our population will surpass New York in the next census and we will be the third 
most populous state in the country. I am concerned that as our state continues its 
unprecedented growth, we could lose our limited amount of public land and wet-
lands. 

What type of commitment are USDA and the Forest Service willing to make to 
ensure that we will not continue to lose our valuable open spaces? 

Answer. The loss of public lands has been identified by the Chief as one of the 
four greatest threats to the public lands administered by the Forest Service. The 
agency recognizes the importance of wetlands and wetland habitat which are often 
embedded within the larger forest ecosystems. Land management plans include 
guidelines, standards, and a specific set of recommendations for maintenance, res-
toration, and protection of these embedded habitats. Bogs, flatwoods, coastal plain 
sinkholes and ponds, swamps, and marshes are each addressed within land manage-
ment plans. In addition, these wetland habitats are specifically managed for the 
unique characteristics intrinsic to each system, often in conjunction with, or com-
plementary to, management actions taken on the upland forested sites. In the Ad-
ministration’s proposal, tribes, local and State governmental entities, and land con-
servation non-profit organizations will be given the first chance to acquire offered 
properties at market value. Also, where needed to protect the public interest, the 
Secretary may reserve or restrict use on the offered lands. 

The Department and the Forest Service are committed to meeting the growing de-
mand for open space to counteract the increasing urbanization and development of 
rural landscapes. The loss of public lands has been identified by the Chief as one 
of the four greatest threats to the public lands administered by the Forest Service. 
The agency recognizes the importance of wetlands and wetland habitat which are 
often embedded within the larger forest ecosystems. Land management plans in-
clude guidelines, standards, and a specific set of recommendations for maintenance, 
restoration, and protection of these embedded habitats. 

The President’s FY 2007 budget requests $61.5 million (a $5 million increase over 
FY 2006) for the Forest Legacy program to meet the growing demand for private 
forestland conservation. The Forest Legacy program provides financial incentives to 
private landowners to conserve their forests to prevent conversion and fragmenta-
tion. 

In addition, through the Land Acquisition and Land Exchange Programs of the 
Forest Service, National Forest lands have seen a net increase of over 417,000 acres 
in the last five years, which contribute as a valuable component to the preservation 
of open space on Federal lands. 

Question 4. How much revenue do you expect to be generated from the sale of 
land in the Ocala National Forest? Do you expect that it will adequately meet the 
needs of rural school systems in Marion, Putnam, and Lake Counties? 

Answer. Currently the Forest Service has identified 973 acres of land within the 
Ocala National Forest as potentially eligible to be conveyed to provide receipts for 
the Administration’s proposal to fund an extension of the SRS Act. We have identi-
fied over 300,000 acres of national forest lands from across the country that are po-
tentially eligible for conveyance under the proposal. The intent is to sell enough Na-
tional Forest System land to provide $800 million for a 5-year extension of the SRS 
Act. 

The value of individual parcels of land will be determined through appraisals or 
by competitive sale once they have been identified and approved for conveyance. 
There have been no appraisals of the lands identified on the Ocala National Forest. 
Approximately 486 acres of the total 973 acres are upland and possibly suitable for 
development. The remaining lands are wetlands and submerged lands that would 
have more limited utility. The Administration’s proposal is to create a national land 
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sales fund to provide a funding source for the program, which meets the President’s 
commitment to States and counties that have been impacted by the ongoing reduc-
tion in receipts primarily due to lower timber harvest levels on Federal lands. The 
proposal does not intend for there to be a direct connection between the number of 
acres sold within a State or Forest to the payment that is made under the Secure 
Rural Schools Act. 

Question 5. How much of the proceeds generated from the land sale will stay in 
Florida? 

Answer. The proposal does not intend for there to be a direct connection between 
the number of acres sold within a State or national forest to the payment that is 
made under the Secure Rural Schools (SRS) Act of 2000. The proposal does provide, 
where feasible, for regional equity to be considered in the selection of lands that 
may be available for disposal under the Act. The SRS Act addresses the decline in 
recent years of revenue from timber harvest received on Federal land, which have 
historically been shared with counties. These funds have been used for schools and 
roads. The proposed amendment to SRS provides payments that would be continued 
an additional five years. Provisions will be incorporated to cap those payments, ad-
just the current payment schedule downward each year and eventually phase out 
payments. Payments under the proposal will target those areas most affected by the 
loss of timber receipts. 

RESPONSES OF MIKE JOHANNS TO QUESTIONS FROM SENATOR TALENT 

Question 1. More than 21,000 acres are on the chopping block in Missouri, second 
only to California and Idaho. How is the revenue distributed back to the school dis-
tricts? Will Missouri receive the 3rd most funding as it is slated to be a top seller? 

Answer. The Administration’s proposal is to create a national land sales fund to 
provide a funding source for a program that meets the President’s commitment to 
States and counties that have been impacted by the ongoing reduction in receipts 
primarily due to lower timber harvest levels on Federal lands. The proposal does 
not intend for there to be a direct connection between the number of acres sold with-
in a State to the payment that is made under Secure Rural Schools and Community 
Self Determination Act (SRS). However, the proposal does provide, where feasible, 
for regional equity to be considered in the selection of lands that may be available 
for disposal under the Act. 

The proposed amendment to SRS provides payments that would be continued an 
additional five years. Provisions will be incorporated to cap those payments, adjust 
the current payment schedule downward each year and eventually phase out pay-
ments. Payments under the proposal will target those areas most affected by the 
loss of timber receipts. 

Question 2. Will there be any effort to ensure that revenues generated from these 
land sales will be distributed back into the school districts that are impacted? 

Answer. The SRS Act of 2000 addresses the decline in revenue received in recent 
years from timber harvest on Federal land, which has historically been shared with 
counties. These funds have been used for schools and roads. For each year of the 
current authorization, the law allows States to receive a payment from the Federal 
Government based on the State average of their top 3 years of receipts from Na-
tional Forest System and BLM lands received during the period of 1986-1999. 

The purpose of the Act is to stabilize payments to counties that help support 
roads and schools, provide projects that enhance forest ecosystem health, and pro-
vide employment opportunities, as well as to improve cooperative relationships 
among Federal land management agencies. During the current authorization period 
of SRS, funds for these payments have come from national forest receipts and Treas-
ury receipts. The Administration’s proposal is to convey a limited number of Na-
tional Forest System land parcels to provide a funding source for SRS once reau-
thorized. These payments will be targeted to the most affected areas, capped, ad-
justed downward each year, and eventually phased out. 

Question 3. What level of input will the public and the local community leaders 
have in determining which lands go on the market? 

Answer. The Forest Service received no public input regarding the identification 
of the potentially eligible list. A Federal Register Notice was issued on February 28, 
2006, inviting comments on the proposal and the parcel list. However, the public 
has been encouraged to comment on the list as of the date that the list was made 
public following the delivery of the President’s Budget to Congress. All comments 
received before, and in response to the Federal Register notice, are being reviewed. 
Parcel-specific comments will be shared with the appropriate field units. 

Question 4. What efforts will you take to ensure that these lands are well man-
aged? 
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*The attachment has been retained in committee files. 

Answer. Tribes, local and State governmental entities, and land conservation non-
profit organizations will be given the first chance to acquire offered properties. Also, 
where needed to protect the public interest, the Secretary may reserve or restrict 
use on the offered lands, for example, to secure continued public access or protect 
a significant historic resource. 

Question 5. The MTNF has a great deal of historically significant areas? Are any 
of these areas on the proposed list for sale? 

Answer. During the selection process for identification of potential tracts to in-
clude in the administration’s proposal, Mark Twain National Forest employees con-
sidered the impacts on known historic and cultural resources. However, not all of 
the selected tracts have been subjected to on-the-ground cultural resource surveys. 

RESPONSES OF MIKE JOHANNS TO QUESTIONS FROM SENATOR BINGAMAN 

Question 1. Please provide a list of the number of acres conveyed and acquired 
through land exchanges in each of fiscal years 1999 through 2005, specifically 
identiffing how many acres were traded in each fiscal year pursuant to a specific 
legislatively authorized or directed exchange. 

Answer. A list detailing land exchange information for the years 1999-2005 is pro-
vided below. This information contains acres acquired, acres conveyed, dates, and 
the authority used or whether completed administratively. It is important to note 
that only a very small number of exchanges have been legislated compared to the 
number completed administratively. 

(See accompanying attachment)* 
Question 2. In FY2006 Budget submission highlighted the President’s proposal for 

a $22.8 million increase for the Forest Inventory and Analysis program in order to 
cover 100% of America’s forests with an annual inventory. Although it was described 
as a critical program, the FY07 Budget proposes to cut the program and cover only 
90% offorests. Can you explain why the Budget no longer proposes to fully fund the 
FIA program and whether the Forest Service expects to conduct an inventory in 
New Mexico during FY06 and FY07 (and if not, why not)? 

Answer. Although the FY 2006 President’s proposal requested a $22.8 million in-
crease for the FIA program, the FY 2006 Enacted budget provided an increase of 
only $3.5 million over the FY 2005 level. The FIA program is proposed at about the 
same level as FY 2006 under the Forest and Rangeland Research Budget Line Item. 
Funding for FIA under the State and Private Forestry Budget Line Item has been 
redirected to other areas. Due to the overall reduction of funding, we will reschedule 
the inventory of New Mexico. 

Question 3. How much in Equal Access to Justice Act fees has the Forest Service 
paid in each of fiscal years 1999 through 2005? 

Answer. The attached table contains the amount of attorney fees paid by the For-
est Service from fiscal years 1999—2005. The figures below represent estimated 
payments of attorneys fees made by the Forest Service under: 1) the Equal Access 
to Justice Act (EAJA), 28 USC 2412, which requires that plaintiffs be a ‘‘prevailing 
party’’ in a lawsuit against the agency and fit within a specific class (e.g. individual 
with net worth less than $2 million, charitable or tax-exempt organization, sole 
owner of unincorporated business with net worth less than $7 million); and 2) the 
Department of Justice’s general settlement authority at 28 USC 2414 which does 
not impose any limitations on the payment of attorneys fees to settle a lawsuit 
against the agency.

Fiscal Year Dollars 

1999 ............................................................................................................... 814,774
2000 ............................................................................................................... 602,698
2001 ............................................................................................................... 581,567
2002 ............................................................................................................... 1,077,441
2003 ............................................................................................................... 1,236,668
2004 ............................................................................................................... 1,557,804
2005 ............................................................................................................... 1,131,578

Total ....................................................................................................... 7,002,530
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RESPONSES OF MIKE JOHANNS TO QUESTIONS FROM SENATOR WYDEN 

Question 1. Economic Action Programs: In the FS budget justification you state 
that the Economic Action Programs are duplicative of Rural Development programs. 
Can you tell me how many grants were awarded through this supposedly duplica-
tive program to:

a. Rural forest-dependent communities? 
b. How many of those grants went to capacity building? 
c. How many of those grants supported forest restoration projects? 
d. How many of those grants supported the marketing and utilization of small 

diameter material?
Answer. The duplication referred to in the FY 2007 Forest Service Budget Jus-

tification relates not to individual projects, but to overlapping authorities for pro-
grams. Certainly, taxpayer interests are not served when multiple programs provide 
funding for the same project. The Economic Action Program is redundant with and 
duplicative of authorities for other USDA rural development programs and other 
Forest Service programs that both directly and indirectly assist communities. Forest 
Service programs that benefit communities include forest health management, state 
and volunteer fire assistance, forest stewardship, urban and community forestry, 
and the hazardous fuels reduction program. In addition, the Forest Service exten-
sively uses Wyden amendment authority to benefit communities situated near na-
tional forests. 

For those places that already have adequate community capacity to compete for 
loans and grants, USDA’s Rural Development programs can address the needs via 
the following programs:

• Business and Industry guaranteed loans—Provides up to 90 percent guarantee 
of a loan made by a commercial lender for agricultural enterprises. The busi-
ness applying for the loan must already have strong equity and collateral. 

• Rural Business Enterprise Grants—Provides grants to public institutions to as-
sist agricultural business. Grants do not go directly to businesses. 

• Intermediary Relending Program—Provides grants for intermediaries to re-lend 
through an adequately secured loan for new agricultural businesses, and expan-
sion of those existing businesses unable to obtain a conventional loan. 

• Rural Business Opportunity Grants—Promotes sustainable economic develop-
ment in rural communities with exceptional needs such as natural disasters, 
structural changes, and persistent poverty or population decline. Provides 
grants for economic planning, business assistance, and training to obtain spe-
cific USDA-RD program funding. 

• Cooperative Development Grants—Grants are available for cooperative develop-
ment to establish and operate centers for cooperative development.

In FY 2006, the Forest Service enacted budget included $9.5 million designated 
by earmarks for the State and Private Forestry Economic Action Programs. Project 
grants were awarded to the following categories listed in the question as follows 
(Note that several of the project grants respond to one or more of the question cat-
egories, however the primary purpose of the project grant is where it is listed 
below):

A. RURAL FOREST-DEPENDENT COMMUNITIES 

Project Name and Location 
Funding 

Level
($) 

New England Value-Added Wood Products Project, MA .......................... 327,000
New York City Watershed, NY ................................................................... 398,000
Allegheny Area, PA ...................................................................................... 249,000
Northern Forests Partnership, NH ............................................................. 348,000
Madison County Forest Recreation Center, NC ........................................ 995,000

VerDate 0ct 09 2002 11:57 May 25, 2006 Jkt 109395 PO 27669 Frm 00053 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 P:\DOCS\27669.TXT SENERGY2 PsN: PAULM



50

B. CAPACITY BUILDING 

Project Name and Location 
Funding 

Level
($) 

Custer County Economic Development, ID ................................................ 995,000
Hubbard Brook Foundation, NH ................................................................. 746,000
Folkmoot USA, NC ....................................................................................... 498,000

C. FOREST RESTORATION PROJECTS 

Project Name and Location 
Funding 

Level
($) 

Mica Creek, University of ID ...................................................................... 299,000
Hinkle Creek Watershed, OR ...................................................................... 498,000

D. MARKETING AND UTILIZATION OF SMALL-DIAMETER MATERIAL 

Project Name and Location 
Funding 

Level
($) 

Education and Research Consortium, NC .................................................. 995,000
Fuels-In-Schools (Biomass), MT .................................................................. 1,493,000 
Hardwood Scanning Center, Purdue University, IN ................................. 498,000
Wood Enterprise Agent, MT ........................................................................ 398,000
Private Woodland Owner Database, WA .................................................... 498,000
Ketchikan Wood Tech. Center, AK ............................................................. 398,000

RESPONSE OF MIKE JOHANNS TO QUESTION FROM SENATOR JOHNSON 

Question 1. The President’s Fiscal Year 2007 budget includes a $30 million in-
crease to the forest products account. I am concerned, however, that entire $30 mil-
lion increase plus an additional $11 million from the forest products account is di-
rected exclusively to the Pacific Northwest and the Northwest Forest Plan. I support 
increased funding for the forest products line item and applaud your emphasis on 
forest plan implementation. However, I am concerned that the President’s budget 
proposes to fund the Northwest Forest Plan at the expense of the timber sale pro-
gram on the Black Hills National Forest and Region 2. The Black Hills National 
Forest completed the Phase II Amendment to the Forest Plan in 2005. I appreciated 
your meeting with me and the other members of the South Dakota congressional 
delegation last year to discuss rebuilding the timber sale program on the Black Hills 
National Forest. 

Can you tell me how the Forest Service proposes to use the $30 million increase 
in the forest products account to accomplish the Services forest management objec-
tives in the Pacific Northwest while also increasing the timber sale program on the 
Black Hills National Forest? 

Answer. The additional funding for the Northwest Forest Plan will allow the 
agency to offer 800 MMBF of timber volume, improve over 3,900 acres of terrestrial 
wildlife habitat and 120 miles of fisheries habitat, treat hazardous fuels in the 
wildland-urban interface and municipal watersheds, and address reforestation needs 
of recent large forest fires. The USDA Forest Service strongly supports the timber 
sale program on the Black Hills National Forest, and the agency is committed to 
allocating a combination of Forest Products and Hazardous Fuels funding to each 
region that is not less than the FY 2006 allocation. This is necessary to ensure that 
critical vegetation management program continuity is maintained. The Forest Serv-
ice determines within each region where the Forest Products funding should be allo-
cated to best support forest management programs, while using Hazardous Fuels 
funding to address the highest priority fuel reduction needs. 
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RESPONSES OF MIKE JOHANNS TO QUESTIONS FROM SENATOR CANTWELL 

Question 1. Does the Forest Service have any plans to edit or replace the ‘‘10 
Standard Firefighting Orders’’ for wildland firefighters? 

Answer. The Forest Service has no plans to edit or replace the 10 Standard Or-
ders. The 10 Standard Orders are fundamental operating principles of fire suppres-
sion actions. 

Question 2. Does the Forest Service have any plans to edit or replace the 18 
‘‘Watch Out Situations’’ for wildland firefighters? 

Answer. The Forest Service has no plans to edit or replace the 18 Watch Out Situ-
ations. The 18 Watch Out Situations are a compilation of common hazards in the 
wildland fire environment that assist firefighters in their development and mainte-
nance of situational awareness. 

Question 3. Can you please provide the specific amount of money spent on 
wildland firefighter training activities nationally in FY 2006? 

Answer. It is anticipated that the amount of money spent on wildfire training dur-
ing FY2006 will be similar to the $29.5 Million we have spent on training for each 
of the past several years. Approximately $7.1 Million is spent in support of Regional 
and National Suppression and Fire Use Academies, and Training Centers. The cost 
for regional and local fire training is approximately $22.4 Million. 

Question 4. Can you please provide the specific amount of money spent on 
wildland firefighter training activities for each of the 10 Forest Service regions in 
FY 2006? 

Answer.

APPROXIMATE FY2006 ALLOCATION OF WILDFIRE TRAINING DOLLARS BY 
REGION 

Region Fire
Personnel 

Training
($)*

1 ............................................................................................... 3,529 2,621,000
2 ............................................................................................... 2,050 1,523,000
3 ............................................................................................... 2,858 2,128,000
4 ............................................................................................... 3,149 2,352,000
5 ............................................................................................... 6,446 4,794,000
6 ............................................................................................... 5,465 4,077,000
8 ............................................................................................... 3,760 2,800,000
9 ............................................................................................... 2,442 1,814,000
10 ............................................................................................. 399 291,000

Total ................................................................................. 30,100 22,400,000

* Based on FY2005 Regional training costs of $22.4 Million. 

Question 5. Can you please provide the specific amount of money spent on 
wildland firefighter training activities in Washington State in FY 2006? 

Answer. The number of Forest Service fire personnel that are in the State of 
Washington (FS Region 6 in the table above represents Washington and Oregon) is 
1,760. The annual cost of training Forest Service personnel in Washington State is 
approximately $1,310,000 per year. 

Question 6. How much funding is available for wildland firefighter training in the 
Fiscal Year 2007 USFS-Preparedness request? 

Answer. The agency is committed to providing sufficient funds in order that all 
of our fire personnel receive appropriate safety training. The agency will fund fire-
fighter training at approximately $29.5 million for FY 2007, which is comparable 
to previous years. 

Question 7. As you know, I introduced S. 906, the Wildland Firefighter Safety Act 
of 2005, last year. An identical piece of legislation, S. 2410 was introduced during 
the 108th Congress. Section 2(d) of the bill requires that federal contracts or agree-
ments with private firefighting entities require those entities to provide training 
consistent with the qualification standards of the National Wildfire Coordinating 
Group and would require the Secretaries ofAgriculture and Interior to develop a pro-
gram to monitor and enforce this requirement. 

Question 8. During a committee hearing on S. 2410, on September 29, 2004, 
Christopher Pyron, USFS-Deputy Chief for Business Operations said that section of 
the bill, ‘‘is good common sense.’’ Mr. Pyron also said, ‘‘we would not object to that 
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part of the bill.’’ Do Mr. Pyron’s earlier testimony still reflect the position of the For-
est Service as it relates specifically to Section 2(d) of the bill? 

Answer. In written testimony on S. 2410 on September 29, 2004 before the Senate 
Energy and Natural Resources Committee, Subcommittee on Public Lands and For-
ests, Forest Service Deputy Chief for Business Operations, Christopher Pyron, stat-
ed that, ‘‘Forest Service and Department of the Interior contracts require fire-
fighting training and experience as prescribed by the qualification standards estab-
lished by the National Wildfire Coordinating Group.’’ This written testimony also 
expanded on the positive steps the Forest Service has implemented to monitor en-
forcement and compliance. 

The Secretaries of Agriculture and the Interior believe the following language 
would address the concerns of the Senator and the Administration regarding the 
performance and efficacy of Federal wildland firefighter safety, training practices, 
and activities: ‘‘The Secretaries shall, on an annual basis, jointly submit to Congress 
a report on the performance and efficacy of Federal wildland firefighter safety and 
training practices and activities during the previous fiscal year. The report for each 
fiscal year shall be submitted by February of the following fiscal year, and shall ad-
dress both Federal resources and state or private resources acquired for firefighting 
purposes by means of any contract or agreement.’’

Question 9. Can you please explain how the 1.5% reduction in funding to the 
USFS-Preparedness account is will allow the Forest Service to execute on antici-
pated wildfire prevention, detection, information and education, pre-incident train-
ing, equipment and supply purchase and replacement during the 2007 fire season? 

Answer. The Forest Service will achieve efficiencies through program leadership 
and a reduction in agency-wide overhead. The agency will maintain a level readi-
ness comparable to that attained in FY 2005 and planned for FY 2006. This includes 
prevention, detection, information and education, training, equipment and supply 
purchase and replacement. 

Question 10. I understand the Forest Service is considering launching competitive 
sourcing studies on two-thirds of its workforce, according to a draft agency memo. 
Can you please describe in detail the impact this would have on Forest Service 
lands management in Washington State? 

Answer. At the USDA Forest Service, feasibility studies are used to determine 
what, if any, functional areas are likely to produce a significant performance or fi-
nancial return on investment if submitted to further management analysis. The out-
comes of such studies recommend whether or not to pursue a Business 

Process Reinvention (BPR), OMB Circular A-76 competition, some other business 
process improvement technique or maintain the current status. The USDA Forest 
Service is considering launching feasibility studies on those commercial activities 
that have not yet been examined through either Business Process Reengineering or 
OMB Circular No. A-76 processes. AS stewards of America’s national forests, it is 
essential that the Forest Service regularly assess its organization to insure that fi-
nite resources are optimally applied to performing its mission. Feasibility studies 
are a tool—a management process—specifically designed to objectively, comprehen-
sively and transparently identify opportunities for improvement in agency programs 
to be achieved in a variety of ways. The feasibility study process is used to identify 
functional areas that might benefit from further analysis, after considering any im-
pacts to the agency mission. This might include lands management in Washington 
State. 

Question 11. In regards to the proposal in President’s budget to sell off 300,000 
acres of U.S. forest service lands to pay for the County Payments program, accord-
ing to your agency, ‘‘the parcels identified for proposed sale meet the criteria in ex-
isting Forest Land Management plans as potentially suitable for conveyance.’’ What 
were the criteria? Was this a GIS exercise? If so, what were the parameters? Were 
individual parameters self limiting, or did each parcel have to meet several criteria 
to be chosen as disposable? What role did the regional offices play in these decision 
making? 

Answer. Identification of the potentially eligible parcels was accomplished by a va-
riety of methods, including the use the agency’s Automated Land Project (ALP) 
Geospatial Information System (GIS). Forests were asked to refine the lands lists 
before submission. Land exchange conveyance criteria were used as a starting point 
because land management plans anticipate exchange as the most likely method of 
conveyance. Criteria addressing land exchange or conveyances differ between land 
management plans. However, in general, land exchange criteria include disposal of 
isolated tracts and lands that have lost their National Forest System character due 
to encroachment or conflicting uses on adjacent private lands. 
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Question 12. Does the Forest Service have the administrative authority to sell off 
the parcels proposed in the President’s budget, or do they need additional legal au-
thority? 

Answer. The Forest Service does not have the administrative authority to sell the 
parcels proposed. Legislation will need to be enacted providing authority to sell 
lands as a means of funding the Secure Rural Schools program at levels identified 
in the President’s budget. 

Question 13. Please detail every parcel within Washington state proposed for sale 
under the President’s budget proposal. 

Answer. There are approximately 7,425 acres identified that are potentially eligi-
ble for disposal in the state of Washington. The criteria used for selection of poten-
tially eligible parcels in Washington State were small, isolated parcels or 
edgeholdings, less than 640 acres in size. Parcels are not expected to contain critical 
resource values, floodplains or wetland restrictions, or have Endangered Species Act 
issues. The following internet link will give you Washington State parcels proposed 
for disposal: http://www.fs.fed.us/land/staff/spd.html#Washington 

Question 14. The agency also states that ‘‘many of these lands are isolated from 
other contiguous National Forest System lands, and because of their location, size 
or configuration are not efficient to manage as a component of the National Forest 
system.’’ How does the Forest Service define isolated? Are you aware that there are 
parcels identified that are less than one tenth of a mile away from the contiguous 
forest, and some that are part of the contiguous forest? How were such parcels cho-
sen? Are all these lands previously categorized as parcels suitable for land ex-
change? If we sell off all these lands, will all future land exchanges be precluded? 

Answer. In general, an isolated tract is defined to be any tract of National Forest 
System (NFS) land that is surrounded by private lands. Some parcels may be bor-
dered on 2 to 3 sides by private land. Whether surrounded or merely bordered, there 
may be encroachment when private lands are developed. Lands that have lost their 
NFS character are commonly identified for conveyance through exchange. 

Identification of the potentially eligible parcels was accomplished by a variety of 
methods, including the use the agency’s Automated Land Project (ALP) geospatial 
information system (GIS). Forests were asked to refine the lands lists before sub-
mission. Land exchange conveyance criteria were used as a starting point because 
land management plans anticipate exchange as the most likely method of convey-
ance. Criteria addressing land exchange or conveyances differ between land man-
agement plans. Many plans simply list criteria to be considered, rather than geo-
graphically identifying parcels, therefore, some of these lands may not have been 
specifically identified as suitable for land exchange during the planning process. 

The land exchange and land acquisition programs will continue to provide oppor-
tunities for the acquisition of high priority tracts within the National Forest System. 

Question 15. The traditional role of land sale has been to use funds to acquire 
lands that fulfill the National Forest System interests. If these sales go through, 
what is the Forest Service’s intent to replace the more than 300,000 acres that 
would be lost to the National Forest System? 

Answer. The land exchange and land acquisition programs will continue to pro-
vide opportunities for the acquisition of high priority tracts within the National For-
est System. Although funding levels for land acquisition are down from prior years, 
there will continue to be a steady gain of net acres due to purchases; donations; and 
the nature of land exchanges, which often result in more lands being acquired than 
conveyed. 

Question 16. The Legislative Proposal of the Forest Service budget Justification 
identifies wilderness, wild and scenic rivers, national recreation areas. monuments 
and historic cites as areas ‘‘expressly’’ excluded from land sales. Does this mean that 
roadless areas, old-growth reserves, and critical wildlife habitat are included in the 
300,000-plus acres already identified as ‘‘disposable?’’ How about wilderness re-
search areas? How about popular recreation areas, and areas that provide access to 
places and rivers? Given the isolated nature of some of these areas, and the Forest 
Service’s support of scientific research, why aren’t isolated areas used to perform re-
search separated from the functions of the greater contiguous forest? 

Answer. All land sales proposed under the administrations proposal are subject 
to requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). Although a cat-
egorical exclusion is provided for these sales, use is subject to extraordinary cir-
cumstances procedures established by the Forest Service pursuant to 1508.4 of Title 
40, Code of Federal Regulation. Resource conditions that would be considered in de-
termining whether extraordinary circumstances related to the proposed action war-
rant further analysis and documentation in an Environmental Assessment (EA) or 
an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) are: a) Federally listed threatened or en-
dangered species or designated critical habitat, species proposed for Federal listing 
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or proposed critical habitat, or Forest Service sensitive species, b) Flood plains, wet-
lands, or municipal watersheds, c) Congressionally designated areas, such as wilder-
ness, wilderness study areas, or national recreation areas, d) Inventoried roadless 
areas, e) Research natural areas, f) American Indians and Alaska Native religious 
or cultural sites, g) Archaeological sites, or historic properties or areas. 

If research is separated from the functions of the greater contiguous forest, the 
results obtained have less utility and less value to forest managers. Since research 
is expensive and time consuming, the Forest Service needs to obtain as much utility 
and value from its research as possible. Further, if the term function implies eco-
logical relationships (the manner in which forests function), this can be investigated 
any place conditions are appropriate for the functions being investigated. It is more 
efficient to do the work where there is good access. 

Question 17. The eastern regions of the Forest (regions 8 and 9) make up 13% 
of the National Forest System. Yet, almost 30% of the total lands for sale are in 
these two regions. In addition, these two regions have the highest urban populations 
that are in need of increasing amounts of recreational opportunities and in greater 
need for protecting wildlife habitats, and sources of clean air and water. How will 
the Forest Service deal with this dilemma? The Mark Twain National Forest, in Re-
gion 9, has identified almost 22,000 acres for proposed sale. How would you juste 
selling such a large portion of Missouri’s National Forest? 

Answer. The Administration’s proposal authorizes the sale of National Forest Sys-
tem (NFS) land parcels that may be appropriate for conveyance because they are 
isolated or considered inefficient to manage due to their location and other charac-
teristics. Counties throughout the U.S. have received payments under the current 
County Payments Act and would continue to do so in the Budget’s legislative pro-
posal, so it is reasonable to identify parcels nationally that could be eligible for sale. 
It is expected that even with the proposed land sales there will be a no net loss 
of federal lands to the National Forest System land base. In addition, the lands that 
are conveyed into private ownership will contribute to the county tax base and im-
prove receipts for rural schools and other programs. 

The National Forests in the Eastern and Southern Regions have a more frag-
mented land ownership pattern, and are more likely to have isolated tracts of the 
kind identified under this proposal than Forests in western regions which have 
more consolidated ownership. The sale of these lands will reduce management inef-
ficiencies and administrative costs to the Forest Service, enabling more funds to be 
used to manage NFS lands that provide critical resource protection for wildlife and 
watersheds and are most important to the public. 

Question 18. Please describe how Senate Bill 781, the Right-to-Ride Livestock on 
Federal Land Act of 2005, would affect or change current U.S. Forest Service land 
management practices or relevant decision-making. Does the Forest Service have 
any particular policy regarding the use of pack and saddle stock animals? Please 
describe any instances in the last 5 years where trail accessibility was changed spe-
cifically for pack and saddle stock animals anywhere in U.S. Forest Service lands. 
If there are instances, please explain the justification for closing these trials. 

Answer. The Administration has previously testified on similar legislation to S. 
781. (See Statement of Chad Calvert, Deputy Assistant Secretary, U.S. Department 
of the Interior, before the subcommittee on National Parks, Recreation and Public 
Lands of the House Committee on Resources, concerning H.R. 2966, September 30, 
2003). At that time, the Department of the Interior expressed concern with provi-
sions in the bill that appear to give more weight to one recreational use than to 
others without consideration of the agency’s mission. 

The Forest Service has a long-standing history in the use of pack and saddle stock 
on National Forest System (NFS) lands. NFS lands accommodate hikers, bikers, off-
highway vehicle users along with pack and saddle users. There are thousands of 
miles of trail that are actively managed for pack and saddle stock. 

Some limitations have been implemented on the numbers of pack and saddle stock 
within designated wilderness areas where group size is an issue. These decisions are 
made at the forest or regional level. For example, within the Okanogan National 
Forest wilderness area in Washington there is a maximum party size of a combina-
tion of 12 people and/or livestock. 

Instances of trail closings for pack and saddle stock would be made primarily for 
resource protection, such as unstable soils. For example, in December 2005 the Inyo 
National Forest, in California, issued a Final Environmental Impact Statement 
(FEIS) and Record of Decision on Trail and Commercial Pack Stock Management 
in the Ansel Adams and John Muir wildernesses. Although the FEIS disclosed that 
there was minimal impact by pack and saddle stock wilderness wide, the FEIS did 
determine that there were specific locations within the wilderness that were experi-
encing adverse impacts by pack and saddle stock. In order to protect the wilderness 
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character of those specific locations, the timing, frequency, intensity and location of 
commercial pack stock use was managed. This decision was conducted with exten-
sive public involvement and in compliance with the National Environmental Policy 
Act. 

Question 19. Is it true that on average the trails and recreation budget for Na-
tional Forests in Washington state has declined 5 percent each year, despite com-
parable increases in the overall Forest Service recreation budget? How do you jus-
tify these cuts? Please estimate how these cuts have lowered the ability of the For-
est Service to leverage tens of thousands of hours of volunteer trail maintenance. 

Answer. Over a 3-year period between fiscal year 2003 and 2005, recreation and 
trails funding for the national forests in the State of Washington did decline on av-
erage by approximately five percent, while the national funding for these two pro-
grams increased by approximately four percent. However, during this time period, 
the Forest Service had adopted and implemented a budget formulation and alloca-
tion model called the Budget Formulation and Execution System (BFES), which re-
lied on field developed data. The criteria that each unit used to determine program 
levels was based on the local units focus and emphasis for each program, balanced 
with overall needs for the entire land base that they managed. An important facet 
of BFES was that Forests could ‘‘weight’’ program requests to meet local resource 
management priorities, and ‘‘trade-off’ other programs that would then receive less 
emphasis and funding. Thus, a national forest in Washington could develop a budg-
et that emphasized fuels management, watershed restoration, and vegetation man-
agement, and deemphasize the recreation program. Such a budget would have been 
very much in line with the national and regional priorities for healthy forests and 
reduction of fire risk. 

Nationally, over this same time period, funding for challenge cost share projects 
rose from $5.6 million in FY 2003 to $7.7 million in FY 2005 for trails related work. 
In FY 2003 approximately $2.6 million of appropriated trail funds were matched by 
$3.0 million of cash and in-kind contributions by partners for trails related work. 
In FY 2005, $2.9 million of appropriated trails funds were matched by over $4.8 mil-
lion of cash and in-kind contributions. Of the total $7.7 million in FY 2005, over 
200,000 volunteer hours were contributed on the five designated Forest Service Na-
tional Scenic and Historic Trails. The FY 2006 appropriation is slightly below FY 
2005, but if recent trends hold, the contribution to partnerships from appropriated 
trails funds and partnership cash and in-kind services should remain fairly steady. 
For FY 2007, the agency will encourage field units to use a minimum of $5 million 
in total appropriated trails funding to help foster new partnerships and expand ex-
isting partnerships. 

Question 20. I am concerned about decreasing staff levels in Washington state’s 
national forests. Could please provide me with a chart that shows staffing level 
changes to the years 2000, 2002, 2004, and 2006. If there have been cuts to staffing 
levels, please estimate how this situation has impacted typical forest service respon-
sibilities. 

Answer.

PERMANENT FOREST SERVICE EMPLOYEES IN WASHINGTON STATE 

Fiscal Year Employees 

2000 ............................................................................................................... 1594
2001 ............................................................................................................... 1647
2002 ............................................................................................................... 1647
2003 ............................................................................................................... 1640
2004 ............................................................................................................... 1637
2005 ............................................................................................................... 1515
2006 ............................................................................................................... 1492

The reductions between 2004, 2005 and 2006 are due primarily to the IT and 
Budget and Finance restructuring. Region 6 also downsizes as needed to live within 
the priorities of their programs. The IT and Budget and Finance restructuring did 
not affect the Region’s overall mission as those functions are done elsewhere. We 
expect the same will be for Human Resources Management functions once the BPR 
is completed. 

Question 21. I believe the Forest Service is on record in support of the ORV rule. 
Does this year’s budget request provide enough funding for ranger districts to com-
ply with the ORV rulemaking? 

Answer. On November 9, 2005, the Department of Agriculture published a final 
travel management rule (36 CFR parts 212, 251, 261, and 295) governing the use 
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of motor vehicles on National Forest System lands. The Forest Service believes that 
this rule represents a critical step in addressing unmanaged recreation, which is one 
of the four key threats to national forests and grasslands. 

The travel management rule requires each national forest to designate those 
roads, trails, and areas open to motor vehicle use by vehicle class and, if appro-
priate, by time of year. Decisions about which roads, trails, and areas should be des-
ignated will be made at the local level, with public participation and coordination 
with State, county, and tribal governments. The agency intends to complete route 
designation within the next 4 years. On most national forests, travel planning will 
require a substantial effort, including environmental analysis and documentation 
prepared in an open, collaborative process. 

Travel management is a key agency priority, and the Forest Service will prioritize 
its work and accomplish travel planning within the funds available. Travel manage-
ment serves multiple purposes, and funding may be used from a variety of Forest 
Service appropriations depending on the primary purposes served at the local level. 

RESPONSES OF MIKE JOHANNS TO QUESTIONS FROM SENATOR SALAZAR 

Question 1. The fire season has started early this year and the southern half of 
Colorado is, again, suffering from below average snowfall. I am concerned about the 
Forest Service’s move away from working with states as evidenced by the cuts to 
State Fire Assistance (¥36%) and Forest Health Management on both federal and 
cooperative lands (¥54%). Why is the Forest Service funding less work with local 
communities? 

Answer. The President’s Budget recognizes the importance of maintaining forest 
health technical assistance to federal and nonfederal land managers, maintaining 
forest health monitoring activities and meeting the highest priority pest suppression 
needs on federal lands, while relying on nonfederal partners to continue to share 
more of the cost of pest suppression on state and private lands. Further, the Budget 
reflects significant increases elsewhere for other activities that improve the health 
and vitality of national forests. For example, funding for Forest Products increases 
by $30 million (∂11%) and Vegetation and Watershed Management increases by $6 
million (∂3%). President Bush is allocating $610 million in the 2007 budget to con-
tinue implementation of the Healthy Forests Initiative to reduce hazardous fuels 
and restore forest health. The budget proposal, more than a $12 million increase 
over 2006, takes an integrated approach to reducing hazardous fuels and restoring 
forest and rangeland health. Along with more than $301 million provided to the De-
partment of the Interior, the 2007 budget provides a total of nearly $913 million 
to implement the Healthy Forests Restoration Act. 

The FY 2007 Budget reflects the President’s commitment to providing the critical 
resources needed for our Nation’s highest priorities: fighting the War on Terror, 
strengthening our homeland defenses, and sustaining the momentum of our eco-
nomic recovery. This has required difficult decisions to be made. In this context, and 
given both the increases proposed for hazardous fuels funding and greater levels of 
cooperative conservation (see below), the FY 2007 President’s Budget has proposed 
a $16.7 million decrease in program funds from the FY 2006 enacted level. Funding 
for State Fire Assistance reflects the priorities of the Administration and is con-
sistent with previous proposals for State Fire Assistance. 

In addition, cooperative conservation extends to the entire scope of work con-
ducted by the Forest Service, whether it occurs on national forests, research labs, 
or on state and private lands. Forest Service-wide efforts are broadening cooperative 
conservation with state, tribal and local governments, communities, private for prof-
it and non-profit organizations, and private citizens; enhancing and integrating pub-
lic and private land stewardship; bringing together key stakeholders and decision 
makers who can advance cooperative conservation; and enhancing on-the-ground 
conservation results and progress. 

Question 2. Concern in Colorado regarding bark beetles is increasing every year 
as the beetles and their visible impacts spread. As part of the FY 2006 Agriculture 
Appropriations bill I submitted an amendment requiring the Secretary to tell Con-
gress what action was being taken on this front. As a result the USFS budget jus-
tification clearly lays out that federal funds supporting bark beetle management ac-
tivities in 2007 are slated to be reduced by 49% to under $17 million. According to 
your justification this cut will result in a 40% decrease in federal acreage receiving 
treatment and 44% decrease in cooperative acreage treatments. At the same time, 
the USFS is proposing to cut Region 2’s Forest Products funding by $3 million dol-
lars that will result in fewer stewardship contracts. This is unacceptable to Colo-
rado. What is your rationale for this decision? 
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Answer. The FY 2007 President’s Budget for forest health is up nearly $12 million 
over the FY 2006 President’s Budget, recognizing the importance of forest health to 
communities. The Forest Service continues to support the work of communities and 
States in addressing forest health and reducing the threat of wildland fire. The in-
crease in Hazardous Fuels provides additional funds over the FY 2006 President’s 
Budget to continue to work with other Federal agencies, communities, and organiza-
tions in planning treatments to reduce the risk of wildland fire in high priority 
areas, including the wildland-urban interface. Fuel management projects can alter 
fire behavior and have additional benefits such as reduced risk of bark beetle at-
tack. Fuel management projects, while reducing flame lengths and slowing rates of 
spread, often produce a marketable forest products component. Although allocations 
to each region will not be finalized until after the enacted budget, the agency ex-
pects no net reduction to any region from the combination of Forest Products and 
Hazardous Fuels funding, which is necessary for continued progress in addressing 
the agency’s critical forest health work. 

Question 3. Allow me to follow up on this issue to, perhaps, make a point. The 
bark beetle problem is the number one issue many of Colorado’s local communities 
are facing. They are concerned about the tourism economies and they are concerned 
about the fire danger that bark beetles leave as their aftermath. Is it the Adminis-
tration’s position that it would be better to deal with the aftermath of economic 
downturn and wildfires than to invest in countering the threat? 

Answer. As mentioned previously, President Bush is allocating $610 million in the 
2007 budget to continue implementation of the Healthy Forests Initiative to reduce 
hazardous fuels and restore forest health. The budget proposal, more than a $12 
million increase over 2006, takes an integrated approach to reducing hazardous 
fuels and restoring forest and rangeland health. Along with more than $301 million 
provided to the Department of the Interior, the 2007 budget provides a total of near-
ly $913 million to implement the Healthy Forests Restoration Act. 

Impacts from bark beetles are an issue across the West. In many areas, forests 
are aging and are overly dense; bark beetles are often agents of change when this 
stand condition exists. Bark beetle populations increase in dense, overstocked 
stands and areas where blowdown has occurred. Ground surveys, stand conditions, 
and beetle populations indicate that the mortality from the mountain pine beetle 
will increase in the future. Long-term solutions lie in restoring ecological conditions 
to a healthier state. 

The White River, Arapahoe-Roosevelt and Routt National Forests are developing 
a cooperative strategy with the BLM, Colorado State Forest Service, counties, con-
servation districts, and interested communities to address the current bark beetle 
infestation. This partnership will develop an array of prevention, suppression, sal-
vage, and reforestation techniques to address the situation. 

The agency has already developed agreements with counties and communities in 
Colorado to increase the capacity for using wood products. These include cooperative 
power generation programs on the Front Range and working with the National Re-
newable Energy Laboratory to develop efficient uses of biomass material. 

The Forest Service is concentrating our bark beetle suppression efforts at high-
value sites such as wildland-urban interface locations, watersheds and ski areas. 
Areas around Breckenridge and Vail are a priority. 

Question 4. The President’s proposal to sell off 300,000 acres to generate $800 mil-
lion has not received a warm welcome in Colorado. I would like to add my voice 
to the chorus opposing this idea. I don’t want to spend a lot of time on this issue, 
but could you quickly tell me what kind of public input, if any, the USFS received 
regarding the different pieces of land that it proposes selling prior to submitting this 
plan as part of the Budget? 

Answer. The Forest Service developed a tentative list of potentially eligible par-
cels in order to promote public input. A Federal Register Notice was issued on Feb-
ruary 28, 2006, inviting comments on the proposal and the parcel list. However, the 
public has been encouraged to comment on the list as of the date that the list was 
made public following the delivery of the President’s Budget to Congress. All com-
ments received before, and in response to the Federal Register notice, are being re-
viewed. Parcel-specific comments will be shared with the appropriate field units. 

Question 5. What is the current status of the proposed development at Wolf Creek 
that involves crossing the San Juan National Forest to reach the in-holding. What 
steps would be necessary for the proposal to move forward from the USFS’ stand-
point? 

Answer. The current status of the proposed road and utility access across the Rio 
Grande National Forest to the Village At Wolf Creek development is that the final 
environmental impact statement and record of decision are expected to be released 
to the public the first week of April 2006. 
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In order for activities to move forward, once the decision has been made and pub-
lished, the Rio Grande Forest Supervisor will issue the necessary road and utility 
authorizations. The developer will also need to obtain Highway 160 access permits 
from the Colorado Department of Transportation and fulfill the terms and condi-
tions of the biological opinion issued by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to protect 
the lynx. 

Question 6. Last year, I asked the USFS if the concerns of local communities were 
being considered regarding the proposed Wolf Creek development. I encouraged the 
Forest Service to not brush aside the concerns of the locals. I would like to re-new 
and stress the importance of that request. 

Answer. The concerns of Mineral County and the local communities are being con-
sidered and are addressed in the final environmental impact statement. 

Question 7. Colorado’s Region (#2), whose forests provide recreation to approxi-
mately 32 million people every year, receives the lowest recreation, heritage and 
wilderness funding per visit out of any FS region ($0.60 per visit as compared to 
$1.06 per visit for Region 1 in the Northern Rockies). In Colorado a unique group 
of conservationists, off road vehicle enthusiasts, and sportsmen have come together 
to ask the USFS to boost recreation funding in region 2 to implement travel/rec 
management plans plus inflationary increases. How is the USFS going to meet 
these critical needs in Colorado? 

Answer. The Forest Service continues to direct available resources towards meet-
ing long-term strategic goals and providing increased support to programs that ad-
vance sustainable resource management, which includes providing outdoor rec-
reational opportunities. Available recreation and trails program resources continue 
to be focused on efforts that maximize program delivery, emphasize delivery of serv-
ices to the public, and strengthen partnerships which are vital to accomplishing 
stewardship work on the ground. The Rocky Mountain Region (Region 2) has taken 
several steps to reduce costs, including implementing the recreation sites facility 
master planning process, pursuing grants and matching funds, and actively engag-
ing our partners in the management of the national forests.

Æ
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